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Summary  
Natural disasters pervade the certainty of social life. In a globalized world this truism 
increasingly calls for transnational solutions to prevent, prepare, and respond to the-
se deadly disruptions. Regional Disaster Risk Management (DRM) has recently 
emerged to meet this concern. However, a number of observations question the ex-
pected motivation that compels states to cooperate in this important issue area. 
First, there has been only a moderate increase in the relative estimated economic 
costs from natural disasters in a majority of regional organizations, and the number 
of deaths related to natural disasters has consistently decreased. Second, after a tran-
quil period of cooperation from the mid 1970s, regional DRM rapidly developed and 
spread across the globe. This sudden rise in DRM cooperation seems difficult to ex-
plain if the costs from natural disasters have not considerably changed. Third, re-
markable similarities appear in the goals and wording of regional DRM agreements 
despite the varied political, historical and cultural contexts that typify regional organ-
izations. These empirical observations go against conventional expectations and 
question the core motivation of the state’s protection of its citizens.  
This thesis explains the emergence of regional Disaster Risk Management (DRM) 
globally. This is achieved by applying two alternative traditions of inquiry to ten re-
gional organizations. The first is informed by a neopositive methodology and neolib-
eral institutional theory. It reveals that a combination of interdependence and asym-
metrical risk are a sufficient explanation for the outcome. The second is informed 
through an analytical methodology and world society theory. It reveals that the UN 
and the international community are an adequate cause for motivating states through 
the mutual application of relational and cultural diffusion.  
An additional aspect of this thesis assesses the extent to which these contending 
approaches can provide a more complete explanation. This is achieved through a con-
servative translation of their different modes of knowledge production: an exercise 
that encourages additional ideal types and hypotheses for the purpose of fostering a 
richer explanation according to the terms set by each tradition of inquiry.  
This thesis contributes to the debate on the evolving function of the state in a glob-
alized world. It provides an empirical contribution through a comprehensive compar-
ison of 10 regional organizations; it delivers a theoretical contribution by inter alia 
questioning the scope conditions of neoliberal institutionalism; and it provides a 
metatheoretical contribution by offering an alternative avenue for thinking about 
stylized epistemological divides in the discipline of International Relations (IR).  
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1. Introduction 
 
 
Natural disasters reveal the fragility inherent in cohesive societies. In these moments 
survival takes precedence over custom, law and belief (Thucydides [1874] 1997, p. 
104). This time-honoured maxim constitutes a central element of the modern state 
apparatus based on the protection of the citizen. Yet, the transboundary effects from 
natural disasters tend increasingly to limit the state’s ability to uphold this responsi-
bility without recourse to transnational solutions (Boin, Ekengren and Rhinard 
2006). Regional cooperation on Disaster Risk Management (DRM) has presumably 
emerged in the wake of this cognizance. Beginning with a small number of declarative 
statements in the mid 1970s, regional DRM policies rapidly developed and spread 
across the globe. By the mid 2000s over 95 per cent of all states had agreed to coop-
erate on regional DRM (Annex 6.1).  
The general increase in the number and intensity of natural disasters due to global 
climate change (Stern 2006, p. 77-8, Field et al. 2012), and the social and economic 
costs that this places on the state, is a common explanation for the emergence of re-
gional DRM. Indeed, many regional DRM agreements legitimize collective coopera-
tion on this basis (cf. ASEAN 2005a, PIF 2005, Art. 1, European Council 2007b, (3), 
LAS 2011, p. 9) and often quote the general rise in economic damages incurred 
through natural disasters (OAS 2005c, SADC 2009, p. 13, Georgieva 2010a). Yet, 
since the 1970s the average financial costs, adjusted for inflation, have only moderate-
ly increased by 1 to 4 per cent for most regional organizations (Annex 6.2.1). The costs 
in the Southern Common Market (Mercosur) and the Pacific Islands Forum (PIF) 
have even decreased (Ibid). The average number of deaths caused by natural disasters 
has also consistently decreased worldwide (Appendix 8.2). If collective cooperation 
on DRM is based on a cost-benefit calculus in an interdependent environment, why 
have established regional organizations, such as the European Union (EU) and the 
League of Arab States (LAS), only begun to cooperate on DRM in the last decade? 
Why did the PIF, for example, not cooperate on DRM when the perceived costs were 
high, and only begin to cooperate in earnest when the perceived costs were low (PIF 
2005)? 
The majority of regional agreements on DRM did not just emerge within a short 
period of time but are also remarkably similar, reflecting a standardized set of con-
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cepts, goals, and values. Clear similarities and even identical phrasing of DRM goals 
can be observed, such as between the Southern African Development Community 
(SADC) and LAS DRM agreements (SADC 2006, LAS 2011). This is difficult to ex-
plain considering the diverse threat perceptions, institutional design, capacities, and 
social and economic vulnerabilities that typify regional organizations. If states are 
embedded in a unique local context that emanates particular functional demands, 
why would they produce highly standardized agreements that would presumably de-
couple expectations and practice? 
This dissertation aims to make sense of the global emergence of regional DRM by 
inquiring into what motivated states to begin cooperation on regional disaster risk 
management in the period 1975-2011. By motivation I mean reasons for action as 
justified in official regional agreements on DRM (cf. Davidson 2001, Finlay and 
Schroeder 2008). Cooperation is defined as when ‘actors adjust their behaviour to the 
actual or anticipated preferences of others, through a process of policy coordination’ 
(Keohane 1984, p. 51). The research question is applied to 10 regional organizations: 
the EU; Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN); SADC; PIF; Mercosur; the 
Caribbean Community (CARICOM); LAS; the African Union (AU); the Organization 
of American States (OAS); and the Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO).  
Explanations for why states choose to cooperate through regional organizations 
tend to coalesce around two broad epistemological approaches in regional studies 
literature. The first concerns agency, where states are understood as rational utility 
maximizers in a self-help system. A common explanation based on this approach, and 
derived from theories that take international institutions seriously, would stress the 
important role of interdependence in fostering the benefits of collective cooperation 
between states (cf. Keohane and Nye 1974, Keohane 1984, 1989, Milner 1992, Bald-
win 1993, Moravcsik 1998). Regional cooperation on DRM would reduce the econom-
ic and social costs of the state apparatus and help to ensure that the state can protect 
its citizens.  
The second approach emphasizes the structural dimension of norms on state be-
haviour that sets the boundaries of appropriate action. A common explanation based 
on this ‘cultural’ approach would emphasize the importance states place on gaining 
legitimacy and status in relation to other states (Finnemore 1993, Meyer et al. [1997] 
2009, Hettne and Söderbaum 2000, Börzel and Risse 2009). State cooperation on 
regional DRM would thus be seen as an appropriate form of action.  
In this thesis I argue that the emergence of regional DRM can be explained by both 
of these epistemological currents. First, according to the expectation derived from 
Introduction 
 
 
3 
neoliberal institutionalism – the representative theory for the ‘rational’ approach 
used in this thesis – I argue that its emphasis on interdependence and asymmetrical 
risk provide a sufficient configurational explanation for the outcome. It is also re-
vealed that despite theoretical expectations, the theory’s emphasis on power distribu-
tion and cost-benefit logic is not a necessary or a sufficient condition to explain why 
states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM. Second, according to the expecta-
tions derived from world society theory – the representative theory for the ‘cultural’ 
approach used in this thesis – I argue that states are motivated through a particular 
set of global DRM norms that are reified by regional organizations. It is argued that 
the UN and DRM organizations provide an adequate causal configuration for the rela-
tional and cultural diffusion of these norms.  
It is furthermore argued that the ambiguity created through these alternative out-
comes can provide important theoretical heuristics for a more complete explanation. 
Even if the representative theories of the two epistemological approaches used in this 
thesis – neoliberal institutionalism and world society theory – are encased in two 
alternative methodologies, this ought not to imply that they are two incommensura-
ble traditions of inquiry (cf. Hollis and Smith 1990).1 Instead, it is posited that they 
can reciprocally provide a richer explanation of the research question. This is not 
achieved by a wholesale exchange of substantive concepts into a unique and eclectic 
explanation (cf. Sill and Katzenstein 2010). Rather, a conservative translation of 
causal conditions is made by a process of forming useful theoretical heuristics. These 
heuristics are designed to complement an existing tradition of inquiry by suggesting 
the validation of additional substantive concepts on its own terms. The outcome thus 
helps to illustrate how state decisions on security are not only conditioned by imme-
diate functional concerns but also by global norms. 
This thesis is foremost a problem-driven inquiry that focuses on explaining a theo-
retically interesting and puzzling empirical phenomenon. Explaining regional DRM 
globally is also understood to contribute to a wider field of research on global security 
cooperation (Buzan 1991, Beck 1999, Buzan and Weaver 2003, Bailes and Cottey 
2006, Hough 2008). In particular, it is seen as a part of an emerging phenomenon 
where certain issue areas have become highly standardized across regional organiza-
tions. This can include, but is not limited to, international courts (Alter 2012), dispute 
settlement mechanisms (Lenz 2012), regional building (Börzel and Risse 2009), and 
                                                
1 Note that ‘methodological’ is not defined as the application of certain techniques for gather-
ing and analysing data but ‘the principles underlying a practice of knowledge’ (Gunnell 2010, 
p. 15). 
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monetary policies (Börzel 2012b). Of these and other policy fields, DRM stands out 
because: (1) it is an empirically neglected field; (2) it is theoretically significant due to 
its close connection to state sovereignty and, by extension, the evolving ‘state of the 
state’ in a globalized era; (3) it can help to further one’s insight into how the state at-
tempts to retain its set of principle responsibilities in a transnational environment; 
and (4) it encroaches upon important moral, social and economic questions relevant 
to the individual, state and regional organizational development.  
This chapter begins with an outline of the main argument of this dissertation, 
which then proceeds to a definition of regional DRM. This is followed by a literature 
review on regional studies with a particular focus on what explanations are offered for 
why states choose to cooperate through regional organizations. The implications from 
this analysis are then translated into the main aims of this dissertation. The final sec-
tion paraphrases these aims in the chapter outline.  
1.1. The argument  
The main argument of this thesis is clarified in the following paragraphs and is para-
phrased in the following points, beginning with an empirical observation:  
1. Empirical phenomenon. The rapid emergence, spread and standardization of 
regional DRM activity across the globe presents a puzzling phenomenon ac-
cording to a common sense view of reality.  
2. Theoretical explanation. In order to provide an answer to the research ques-
tion premised on a puzzling observation, two theories are employed. This is 
based on the observation that the current literature on regional studies is 
generally divided between two epistemological positions, and is influenced by 
the assumption that theoretical pluralism provides greater insight into a par-
ticular social phenomenon.2  
3.  Methodological pluralism. According to a neopositive methodology, there is 
a marked inconsistency in the selection of an agency- and a structure-based 
theory in light of the empirical question.  Analyticism is consequently includ-
ed as an additional methodology.  
                                                
2 The theories and methodologies have been chosen based on empirical observation. See 
Chapter 2, p. 24, for further discussion on theory selection. 
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4. Translation. It is possible to achieve a more complete explanation by trans-
lating appropriate causal conditions into hypotheses or ideal types. These can 
then be applied by each methodology based on its own terms of warranting 
truth claims. 
Empirical phenomenon. According to a common sense or rational view of the 
world, the emergence of regional DRM presents itself as an interesting or puzzling 
empirical phenomenon: why would states defined by historical, institutional, cultural, 
and political differences form remarkably similar forms of cooperation in a small pe-
riod of time around an issue area that constitutes a part of state sovereignty?  
Theoretical explanation. This thesis explains this empirical anomaly by applying 
two theories that are broadly representative of the two main epistemological streams 
in regional studies. The reason for applying an agency and a structural approach is to 
provide a more complete explanation for why states are motivated to cooperate on 
DRM through regional organizations. As further clarified in the literature review, the-
se theories – neoliberal institutionalism and world society theory – are anticipated to 
provide either a rational explanation based on material incentives or a cultural expla-
nation based on global norms. Neoliberal institutionalism is furthermore set within a 
neopositive methodology and world society theory is set within an analytical method-
ology.  The former is based on a deductive-nomological (D-N) model that is con-
cerned with confirming and refuting law-like generalizations about the social world. 
The latter aims at specifying – rather than generalizing – causal properties of a 
unique and contingent event through the construction of ideal types.  
Methodological pluralism. The main reason for employing two different method-
ologies, or practices of knowledge production (Gunnell 2010, p. 15), is due to an in-
consistency that emerges when couching the two theories in neopositivism. According 
to neopositivism, neoliberal institutionalism is selected because its theoretical expec-
tations go against empirical observation; it expects particular outcomes according to 
rational demand. This creates a ‘hard test’ that can expand or retract the scope condi-
tions of the theory that, in turn, contributes to establishing generalizations via falsifi-
cation (George and Bennett 2005, pp. 115-19). Conversely, the theoretical expecta-
tions from world society theory largely agree with empirical observation. It expects 
similar outcomes according to the supply of global norms. Why explain an empirical 
question that meets theoretical expectation? As an alternative methodology, analyti-
cism is chosen because it provides a better ‘fit’ in terms of its selection criteria for 
world society theory vis à vis the empirical question. Instead of verifying covering 
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laws by selecting hard cases, an analytical methodology produces knowledge through 
abstracting empirical observations into ideal types. These ideal types are then reap-
plied to the empirical world with the aim of producing ambiguity between the ideal 
type and empirical data. The ambiguity produced is then used to create causal expla-
nations through a counterfactual analysis. An appropriate theory would thus be one 
that closely aligns with the empirics.3  
Translation. Each methodology provides a unique explanation of the research 
question based on a different set of ontological assumptions that affect the epistemo-
logical, theoretical and techniques of data collection. By including more than one 
methodology, different explanatory ‘paths’ can be revealed that begin with the same 
question but take divergent routes to an answer. This does not mean that they are 
asking different questions as both methodologies are associated with theories that 
aim to produce knowledge through a problem-driven inquiry. I argue that these dis-
parate answers can be usefully compared, whereby heuristics emerge.4 These heuris-
tics are tentatively translated as hypotheses or ideal types, which can then be assessed 
according to the existing traditions of warranting truth claims by each methodology. 
This can help to provide a richer and legitimate explanation that does not produce 
conceptual overstretch, yet provides an accurate description that explains more than 
the application of a single theory.  
1.2. Regional disaster risk management 
Regional DRM is inter-state cooperation within a multi-dimensional regional organi-
zation for the prevention, preparedness, response to, and recovery from, natural 
transboundary disasters. This highly compact definition is unpacked in the following 
description.  
Regional organizations are defined as ‘non-sovereign governance systems with 
(partial) statehood properties’ that intersect the national and global level (De Lom-
                                                
3 See chapter 2, p. 23, for a more detailed account of why two methodologies have been cho-
sen. 
4 A consequence of employing more than one methodology serves to make explicit how each 
methodology ‘hangs together’, thereby providing a more comprehensive understanding of 
each methodology, which can add legitimacy to how each perspective views social reality. 
While it could be argued that this allows one to more readily and convincingly ‘take on’ each 
explanation and thus attain a wider understanding of a phenomenon, it also means that one 
would have to maintain an eclectic and somewhat confused vision of valid truth claims. An 
alternative approach used in this thesis is via the creation and translation of ideal types to 
hypotheses and vice versa.  
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baerde et al. 2010, p. 740).5 In alliance with the research question, this definition is 
further confined to an association of states; a refinement that purposefully emphasiz-
es the intergovernmenality of a regional organization. These organizations are fur-
thermore multidimensional (Hettne and Södermalm 2000) and are usually united by 
at least one commonality, such as: community (Deutsch et al. 1957); cultural homo-
geneity (Russet 1967); territory (Hettne and Södermalm 2000); mutual interdepend-
ence (Nye 1965); and common ideas (Katzenstein 1996).6 To be sure, regionalism – 
the general phenomenon of regional organizations or ‘ideology of regionalism’ 
(Hettne and Söderbaum 2000, p. 457) – is not the principle unit of analysis. It rather 
constructs the scope conditions between which DRM is analysed. This study is thus 
more interested in regionalization: an empirical ‘process that leads to patterns of co-
operation, integration, complementarity and convergence within a particular cross-
national geographical space’ (Ibid, p. 457-8).  
A disaster is defined as a negatively ‘perceived disruption’ from the normal func-
tioning of society (Boin 2005a, p. 163) and a natural disaster is when these disrup-
tions are caused by astronomical, geophysical, hydrological, meteorological, climato-
logical, and biological events.7 These can include, for example, earthquakes, volcano 
eruptions, epidemics, insect infestations, drought, wildfire, floods, and (solar) storms. 
When a natural disaster disrupts a number of critical infrastructures (trans-
functional crisis) and/or when it crosses political boundaries (trans-geographical cri-
sis) it is, furthermore, classified as a transboundary disaster (Boin and Rhinard 2008, 
p. 4, cf. Haas, Keohane and Levy 1993). These definitions are designed to be as neu-
tral as possible.8      
Risk is defined by the vulnerability of a social system to natural hazards. Vulnera-
bility thus brings to light the human side of natural disasters: a trans-geographic 
flood occurring in multiple riparian countries is not a disaster if it does not affect any 
social system or individual. It is only when humans get in the way of a natural hazard 
that is becomes a disaster. Vulnerability is thus defined as: ‘the characteristics of a 
person or group and their situation that influence their capacity to anticipate, cope 
                                                
5 On the different concepts of a region, regionalization or regionalism see: Deutsch et al. 
(1957); Russett (1967); Hurrell (1995, 1995a); Gamble and Payne (1996); Fawcett (2005); Kat-
zenstein (2005); Breslin and Higgott (2010); De Lombaerde et al. (2010); Karns and Mingst 
(2010); and Mansfield and Solingen (2010).   
6 For a similar review on these definitions see Börzel (2012a). 
7 This definition is related to Boin’s classification of disaster as a subset of ‘crisis’ with the pur-
pose of combining objective and subjective elements (2005a, 2005b, Stallings 2005, Boin and 
t’ Hart 2007, Boin and Rhinard 2008). 
8 For useful overviews on the use and definition of this highly contested concept see Quaran-
telli (1998), Perry and Quarantelli (2005) and Perry (2007).  
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with, resist and recover from the impact of a natural hazard (an extreme natural 
event of process)’ (Wisner et al. 2004, p. 11 original emphasis, cf. Kasperson et al. 
2003). Risk can thus be understood as a social construction (Beck 1992, 1999) that is 
influenced by a number of social institutions such as governments, science, law and 
mass media (Mythen 2004, 54).  
The connection risk has to vulnerability ushers in, and gives meaning to, the term 
management. The more effective an association of states is in preparing, preventing 
and responding to, and recovering from, natural disasters, the less vulnerable it will 
be in the future. These four categories of risk management are commonly known as 
the ‘disaster cycle’ (Jaques 2007). Preparedness is concerned with mitigating harmful 
effects from natural disasters through planning, training and the use of manuals. Pre-
vention is concerned with reducing the probability of a natural disaster through es-
tablishing early warning mechanisms, identifying risks, and understanding their po-
tential impact. Response entails inter alia activating operational units, strategy selec-
tion, media response, and damage mitigation. Recovery includes but is not limited to 
operational recovery, market retention, share-price protection, judicial inquiries, liti-
gation, and management assessment (Jaques 2007, cf. Crondstedt 2002). 
Regional DRM is thus the process by which an association of states agrees to co-
operate on reducing the vulnerability of its regional community from natural haz-
ards. This can include, for example, the creation of new, or the adjustment of current, 
national disaster risk systems, the establishment of regional hubs for the facilitation 
of transboundary disasters, and the instigation of building standards for vulnerable 
cities.  
1.3.  State of the art 
Regional studies can generally be divided into two main epistemological streams. The 
first stream is united by a common assumption of rational agency in the international 
system. This includes classical and contemporary European integration literature 
which is connected to strong theoretical fields in IR, such as (neo)realism and neolib-
eral institutionalism. The second stream tends to emphasize how state actors are con-
structed by global or local norms. This includes a large part of New Regional studies, 
a relatively smaller part of European integration theory, and is connected to the broad 
theoretical field of social constructivism in IR theory. Few studies have attempted to 
direct both streams towards a single research question.  
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The dominant empirical foci within both of these streams have tended to neglect 
security integration in favour of economic and societal issue areas. Despite the im-
portant definitional role security has for state sovereignty, it is surprising that this has 
not been given greater attention in comparative regional studies. As an important 
issue area within the broad spectrum of security, and despite its clear connection to 
the responsibility of the state to protect its citizens, it is even more surprising that 
very few comprehensive comparative studies on regional DRM have been made.  
Regional studies also suffer from a conceptual gap, where few large-n or medium-n 
comparative studies have been made. To be sure, the various ‘waves’ of regional or-
ganizations have been well documented; however, very few studies have systematical-
ly compared particular policy spaces across more than two or three regional organiza-
tions. As most of these studies are interested in forming generalizations about region-
al processes and outcomes, it is surprising that the number of cases has been so low. 
Of course, careful case selection can reveal highly useful and important results. How-
ever, this means that complexity is commonly given precedence over generalizability.  
This dissertation aims to address these epistemological, empirical and conceptual 
gaps in regional studies. The following literature review expands on these important 
issues.  
1.3.1.  An epistemological divide 
As two sub-sets of IR theory, new regionalism and European integration theory, have 
maintained two distinct epistemological positions that are generally categorized as 
rational agency and constructivism. The following sub-section illustrates how these 
two features define the current blueprint of regional studies.  
1.3.1.1.  Rational agency 
Explanations for why states are motivated to cooperate through regional organiza-
tions are largely based on utilitarian assumptions about the state. Ernst Haas be-
lieved, for example, that the ‘primordial force of nationalism…[would] be trumped by 
the utilitarian-instrumental human desire to better oneself in life, materially and in 
terms of status’ (Haas [1958] 2004, p. xv). This leitmotif represents a core assump-
tion that is built into a majority of rational-based theories on regional integration that 
range from (neo)functionalism (Mitrany 1943, Haas 1958) and neorealism (Waltz 
1979, Mattli 1999, cf. Jong Choi and Caporaso 2000, Pollack 2000) to the variety of 
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institutionalisms (Keohane 1984, 1989, March and Olson 1989, Sandholtz and Stone 
Sweet 1998, Tsebelis 1999, Mahoney and Thelen 2010). While united by a strong epis-
temological base, these theories diverge in the various conditions they emphasize for 
what motivates states to cooperate via regional organizations. 
Neorealists, for example, emphasize the relative distribution of power vis à vis (po-
tential) hegemonic powers (Cawthra 2008, Fawcett 2008b) as an important motivat-
ing factor for states to cooperate through regional organizations. Many neorealists, 
for example, emphasize how larger states will act as ‘regional paymasters’ by binding 
smaller states for economic and strategic purposes (Mattli 1999, cf. Haas and Whiting 
1956, p. 507-8). Alternatively, Joseph Grieco argues that smaller states may also at-
tempt to bind larger and more powerful states to international institutions in an effort 
to gain more influence (Jong Choi and Caporaso, 2000, p. 487, Pollack 2000, p. 3).9 
Underlying both of these commentaries on regional integration is a strategic neo-
mercantilist competition for resources (Hurrell 1995, p. 47) by rational actors.  
Solving collective action problems that arise from increased levels of interdepend-
ence is another important condition that can motivate states to cooperate through 
regional organizations (Olson 1965, Keohane and Nye 1974, Ostrom 1990).10 By act-
ing as a ‘third party’, regional organizations can inter alia: promote transparency; 
monitor defection; reduce transaction costs; and provide material incentives (Hurrell 
1995, p. 62; Rueschemeyer 2009, p. 168; Karns and Mingst 2010, p. 35-38).11 The 
extent to which states will cooperate within these regional structures is not only de-
termined by the institutional mechanisms, however, but also the domestic preference 
structure (Moravscik 1998). Here, state preferences are defined by societal and eco-
nomic interests, which are then consolidated through an intergovernmental bargain-
ing process. The outcome, which is usually struck between larger states who offer 
                                                
9 The emergence of ASEAN is, thus, explained by the desire to gain greater power and re-
sources vis-à-vis China, contain Indonesia as a potential hegemon in the Asia Pacific region, 
and guard against the spectre of communism. The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) can be 
explained through a shared threat perception of Iran and Iraq; the Southern African Devel-
opment Community Council (SADCC) can be explained through its relation to Apartheid Afri-
ca; and the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) can be explained through the Franco-
German rapprochement. 
10 A number of important theoretical fields have developed from this agenda, which inter alia 
include: new institutionalism (March and Olson 1989, Sandholtz and Stone Sweet 1998), 
which proposes a legal theory of European integration; a Principle-Agent approach with some 
similarities to neofunctionalism (Jönsson and Tallberg 2008); rational institutional studies 
where the institution determines state decisions (Tsebelis 1999); and historical institutional-
ism that emphasises path dependencies, unintended consequences and ‘joint-decision-traps’ 
to express how once created, institutions tend to exist beyond the functional logic allowed by 
rational-choice institutionalists (Mahoney and Thelen 2010).  
11 Perceiving regional cooperation based on an iterated prisoner’s dilemma also allows for co-
operation (Axelrod 1997). 
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side-payments to smaller states, are then locked-in by institutions that monitor the 
agreements (Ibid, p. 3, Pollack 2000).  
Transnational policy networks have also been emphasized as an important condi-
tion on state cooperation in regional organizations (Kaiser 1971, Sundelius 1977, 
Raustiala 2002, Nye and Keohane 2004, Slaughter 2004). Instead of only focusing on 
domestic preferences or institutional structures, a body of literature emerging out of 
the ‘governance-turn’ (Kohler-Koch and Eising 1999, Jachtenfuchs 2001, 2002, 
Kohler-Koch and Rittberger 2007, Scharpf 2009) stresses the importance of includ-
ing multiple levels of governance, such as the supranational, regional, national and 
local levels of governance (Bache and Flinders 2004, p. 3, cf. Marks et al. 1996).  
While there is now a host of different theories and fashionable conceptual models 
that contributes to regional studies, there is also a feature that unites many of these 
approaches. Whether the focus is laid on relative power distribution or maximizing 
economic gains, the state is regarded as a rational actor. This represents one domi-
nant stream in regional studies. The second takes ‘actors’ seriously by focusing on the 
structural conditions that frame state action.  
1.3.1.2.  Constructivism 
The second epistemological stream in regional studies defines institutions more 
broadly to include informal norms and intersubjective understandings that constitute 
actors’ preferences (Hopf 1998, Checkel 1999a, 1999b, Christiansen, Jørgensen and 
Wiener 1999, Acharya 2004, 2005, Checkel and Katzenstein 2009).12 Here, the ‘con-
stitutive effects of norms’ or the logic of appropriateness explains actor behaviour not 
by the goal of maximizing interests, but by doing the right thing in a particular social 
setting (Risse 2008, p. 163).13 The motivation to cooperate on regional DRM would 
thus be constituted through an inter-relational process that informs states of the most 
appropriate type of behaviour. This can be achieved through one or more of the fol-
lowing processes: persuasion and argumentative rationality (Risse 2000); socializa-
tion (Deutsch [1957] 2006, Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999, Checkel 2001); practice 
(Adler and Pouliot 2011); diffusion (Goldman 2006, Börzel and Risse 2009); emula-
                                                
12 Norms are defined as: ‘a broad class of prescriptive statements – rules, standards, princi-
ples, and so forth – both procedural and substantive’ that are ‘prescriptions for action in situa-
tions of choice, carrying a sense of obligation, a sense that they ought to be followed’ (Chayes 
and Chayes 1994 cited in Hurrell 2002, p. 143).  
13 Rationalists also include norms, however they interpret norms as an exogenous factor that 
determine available choices (Jong Choi and Caporaso 2000, p. 489) rather than endogenous 
factors that determine the behaviour, interests and identities of actors. 
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tion (Katsumata 2009); isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Wendling 2010); 
and speech acts and discursive practices (Buzan 1983, Buzan and Weaver 2003, 
Haacke and Williams 2008b). The processes are applied to economic, political and 
cultural fields and include (non)state actors (Hettne and Söderbaum 2000).  
Attention is often focused on how global norms are not only transmitted through 
these processes but how they are modified to local settings. Various filters are thus 
emphasized such as state structure and domestic policies (Risse-Kappen 1994) ‘cul-
tural match’ (Berger 1996, Checkel 1999a, Acharya 2004) and cultural tolerance 
(Goldstone 2006, cited in Goldman 2006, p. 74). Conversely, another group of schol-
ars emphasize the similarities across diverse state structures, arguing that states will 
adopt global norms in their entirety which, in turn, produces endemic decoupling 
between state practices and local realities (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009; Meyer 2010). An 
attempt to address the scope conditions of norm diffusion has recently begun to 
emerge that aims to strike the middle ground between these two points of reference 
(Börzel and Risse 2012).   
1.3.2.  Regional security 
Although some early contributions saw peace as the main goal of integration (Mitrany 
1943, Deutsch 1957), state security was generally left outside the remit of European 
integration theory (Mattli 2007, p. 118; Risse 2007, p. 85). Defence and security poli-
cy was the sole responsibility of the state. This has been increasingly challenged by a 
body of literature focusing on regional security arrangements primarily in the EU 
(Kydd 2001, Howorth 2003, Bailes and Cottey 2006, Ojanen 2006, Williams 2006, 
Fawcett 2008a, Haacke and Williams 2008a, 2008b, 2009, Hwang 2007, Solingen 
2008, Tow and Taylor 2010).14 The main area of analysis has focused on a widening 
set of security issues, such as peacekeeping, dispute settlement, arms control, foreign 
policy coordination, security dialogues, and security sector reform (Carlsneas 2004, 
Fawcett 2008, Smith 2009; Mansfield and Solingen 2010, Striebinger 2012, Eken-
gren and Simons 2012).  
This literature is complemented by a growing body of work dedicated to explaining 
the emerging policy space of crisis management in the EU (Boin, Ekengren and Rhi-
                                                
14 Also see: Mbuende (2001); Allison (2004); Ngoma (2004); Sirota (2004); Nathan (2006); 
Acharya and Johnston (2007); Likoti (2007); Beukel (2008); Cawthra (2008); Chung (2008); 
Fawcett (2008a; 2008b); UNU-CRIS (2008); Aning and Atuobi (2009); Emmers (2009); 
Peffer (2009); Tavares (2010). 
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nard 2006, 2007, 2010, 2012). These and other studies have focused on inter alia: 
the developing capacities on civil protection at the community level (Boin, Ekengren 
and Rhinard 2008); the responsibility the EU ought to have in this domain (Boin and 
Ekengren 2009); the effect of transgovernmental networks (Hollis 2010b) and insti-
tutional design features (Ekengren 2006) on civil protection development; specific 
responses to crises (Matzen, Missiroli and Rhinard 2006); the limits of state coopera-
tion (Hallencreutz 2011, Rhinard, Hollis and Boin 2012); and transatlantic compari-
sons on regional capacities and international disaster relief (Brattberg and Sundelius 
2010, Rhinard and Brattberg 2011, Brattberg and Rhinard 2012). A range of theories 
have been used to explain these processes and general phenomena, which include: 
new institutionalism (Boin, Ekengren and Rhinard 2008); neoliberal institutionalism 
(Hollis 2010b); public goods theory (Rhinard and Bassong 2012); public administra-
tion and organization theory (Boin et al. 2010); and security community theory 
(Ekengren 2007a). Except for the more recent contributions that include the US, this 
informative body of literature has remained highly Eurocentric. 
1.3.3.  Comparative regional studies 
Except for a brief flurry of comparative studies in the mid 1960s (Haas and Schmitter 
1964, Etzioni 1965, Nye 1965, Dell 1966, Schmitter 1970) European integration theory 
has remained largely Eurocentric. Indeed, by cashing out the sui generis character of 
the EU the possibility to engage in comparative studies has significantly diminished 
(Börzel 2012a, cf. Caporaso 1997, Marks 1997, Moravscik 1997, Pollack 1997). In an 
effort to rectify this shortfall, New Regionalism emerged in the late 1990s, which 
placed a premium on comparative regional studies and stressed the importance of 
non-state actors in a globalized world.15 More recently, attempts to bridge European 
integration theory and New Regionalism have developed (Warleigh-Lack 2006, War-
leigh-Lack and Van Langenhove 2010, Warleigh-Lack, Robinson and Rosamond 
2011), which has produced a resurgence of comparative studies within European in-
                                                
15 New regionalism began in the late 1980s in conjunction with the major structural power 
shifts occurring at the end of the Cold War. It perceives regionalism as a worldwide event and 
a significant feature of globalization. It is also committed to comparative studies (De Lom-
baerde et al. 2010), it tends to be less state-centric than the ‘old regionalism’, and it emphasis-
es the plurality in different approaches to regionalism and regionalisation (Hettne and 
Söderbaum 2000, p. 458, cf. Fawcett and Hurrell 1995, Katzenstein 1996, Boås, Marchand 
and Shaw 1999, Hettne, Inotai and Sunkel 1999). By ‘old regionalism’ new regionalists mean 
the pioneering period of regional studies from the mid 1950s to 1970 (Hettne and Söderbaum 
2000, 457).  
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tegration (Katsumata 2009, Jetschke 2010, Börzel 2012a, Börzel 2012b, Börzel and 
Risse 2012).  
These positive inroads have produced new and important insights; yet, they tend 
to suffer from an important conceptual gap. The number of regional organizations 
selected for comparison rarely extends past two or three cases. While this produces 
increased complexity and important results, it does not provide strong generaliza-
tions about broader regional processes.  
1.3.4. Summary  
Despite a plethora of approaches, there is considerable overlap in the core assump-
tions found in many of the explanations offered above for why states are motivated to 
cooperate through regional organizations. The first and largest group of theories 
would agree that social action is conducted through agency but disagree about where 
to locate this agency: whether in the state, international organizations, technocratic 
networks, or other societal actors. The second group of theories assumes that these 
agents are constructed by internal or external norms. These theories include: transac-
tionalism; new and historical institutionalism; constructivism and its various ap-
proaches, such as regional complex theory, security communities, and new regional 
theory. This basic analytical distinction effectively presents two different ‘stories’ 
(Hollis and Smith 1990) based on either a rational instrumentalist or a cultural and 
norm-based approach. The former typically views regional institutions as an exten-
sion of the state and, thus, views the process of regionalism as endogenous (Hettne 
2002) where a premium is placed on agency. On the other hand, the latter views re-
gional institutions as constructed from an inter-relational process between states, 
regions and international organizations. The process of regionalism is thus viewed as 
exogenous and places a premium on structure.  
The empirical content of a majority of these studies tends to shy away from securi-
ty-related fields. While the last two decades have seen a cottage industry on EU secu-
rity and defence policy studies, as well as an emerging body of literature on DRM 
within the EU, this has been largely a Eurocentric affair. To be sure, New Regionalism 
has provided a rich contribution through comparative regional studies that also in-
cludes bridge-building projects with European integration theory. Yet, the general 
field of regional studies nevertheless suffers from (1) a lack of medium-n or large-n 
comparative studies; (2) a lack of comparative studies on security-related issue areas; 
(3) a lack of comparative regional studies on DRM; and (4) a propensity to apply ei-
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ther a rational agency-based or a constructivist epistemology to regional studies, ra-
ther than using both perspective to produce a greater explanation.  
1.4. Towards a rational and structural research design 
In light of the main epistemological, conceptual, and empirical gaps illustrated in the 
literature review, this dissertation aims to achieve the following goals. First, it in-
cludes both epistemological streams found in regional studies and applies them to a 
single research question. Two theories are consequently selected that are representa-
tive of this division. Neoliberal institutionalism is selected as a highly suitable repre-
sentation of rational agency. It is based on core functional arguments that are directly 
relevant for, and help to explain, why states cooperate through regional organiza-
tions. World society theory is selected as a highly suitable representative theory of the 
global structure. Unlike many constructivist approaches, this theory stands out be-
cause it takes a clear stand on structure over agency rather than their mutual consti-
tution. This will also attend to the lack of attention in regional studies on the EU as a 
receiver of norms.  
Second, in order to begin to fill the conceptual and empirical gaps in the regional 
literature, a medium-n sized comparative study on regional DRM is conducted. This 
provides for a more generalized depiction of why states choose to cooperate on re-
gional security, and it provides new and rich empirical evidence on regional DRM in 
10 regional organizations. This study also contributes to the ongoing debate about the 
state of the state in today’s ‘risk society’. Considering DRM’s direct relevance to the 
protection of peoples and citizens, and its strong connection to state sovereignty, it is 
surprising that it has not received more attention. 
In summary, this dissertation: (1) addresses an empirical gap in regional security 
studies that rarely focus on disaster risk management outside the EU; (2) contributes 
to a conceptual gap by producing a comparative analysis of 10 regional organizations; 
and (3) provides a methodological pluralist framework that is rarely applied to re-
gional studies.  
1.5. Chapter outline 
This dissertation foremost provides an answer to an interesting empirical phenome-
non. It offers an empirical contribution through an extensive description of 10 re-
gional organizations’ activity in the area of DRM as well as the material and norma-
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tive conditions that made this type of cooperation possible. It offers a theoretical con-
tribution by questioning the scope conditions of neoliberal institutional theory, and 
provides a modification and elaboration of world society theory set within an analyti-
cal methodology. Finally, it offers a metatheoretical contribution by questioning the 
incommensurability of ‘explaining’ and ‘understanding’ approaches (cf. Hollis and 
Smith 1990) in IR theory. 
The following dissertation is divided into four additional chapters. The second 
chapter outlines the conceptual parameters of this study. It provides further reasons 
for, and elaborates on, the research design by outlining the different assumptions and 
processes attached to each theory. It begins with a defence of the research question 
and presents an argument for why it is highly applicable for two alternative method-
ologies. This is followed by a description of how each methodology interprets the con-
cept of causality and why neoliberal institutionalism and world society theory are 
chosen from among a series of other candidates. The rest of the chapter is then dedi-
cated to expanding on the separate research designs according to each methodology. 
Here, more attention is given to ontological and epistemological matters, while the 
method and techniques of data collection are reserved for the following empirical 
chapters.  
The third chapter presents a rational explanation for why states cooperate on re-
gional DRM. It begins by outlining and applying a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative 
Analysis (fsQCA) method to test the hypotheses derived from neoliberal institutional-
ism. This is administered through ‘set-theory’ that measures the set-relation between 
a causal condition and the outcome; a process that helps to specify the necessity or 
sufficiency of a causal condition. The hypotheses include the level of interdependence, 
expectations, asymmetrical risk, and power distribution. The results reveal that it is 
only a combination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk that is sufficient for the 
outcome.   
The fourth chapter presents a cultural explanation, which proposes that a set of 
global norms influence states to cooperate on regional DRM. This is achieved by 
forming three ideal types that help to reveal a particular aspect of how these norms 
affect state behaviour. The first ideal type identifies the highly standardized features 
of regional DRM that can be explained by external norms. The second ideal type re-
veals the process that produces and reifies these norms through an on-going relation-
al exchange between regional organizations and the UN. The third ideal type reveals 
(1) the rapid rise and geographical spread of regional DRM from the late 1970s 
through a quantitative analysis; (2) this is complemented by a qualitative analysis 
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that reveals a wider understanding of the relational and cultural mechanism of diffu-
sion administered not only by the UN but also by the international community and 
the EU.  
The concluding chapter describes the contribution this thesis makes to the wider 
field of regional studies and IR theory. It first outlines the main empirical findings 
from the two conceptual approaches applied to the research question. It then discuss-
es the extent to which these explanations can help to form useful heuristics to further 
improve the explanation of each approach on its own terms. This is complemented by 
a final review on the state of the state in a globalized world of risk. 
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2. Method of inquiry 
 
 
The aim of this chapter is to explicate the research design of this thesis for the pur-
pose of explaining what motivated states to cooperate on regional DRM in the period 
1975-2011. Unlike a majority of studies that choose a single methodology to answer an 
empirical question, this study employs two. The reason for selecting more than one 
methodology – defined as the ‘principles underlying a practice of knowledge’ (Gun-
nell 2010, 15) – is based on the following inconsistency: the epistemological assump-
tions that define the selected theories are incompatible if they both subsume a neo-
positive methodology.16  
If interesting and important results are to emerge from a research design embed-
ded within neopositivism, the empirical case ought to portray evidence that appears 
contrary to established theoretical expectations (George and Bennett 2005, pp. 115-
19).17 In terms of the empirical question laid out in this thesis, most theories informed 
through rational agency represent such a case; however, this mode of knowledge pro-
duction is less suited to theories that assume a structural epistemology.18 Why explain 
an empirical question that matches theoretical postulates?  
An alternative methodology that provides a better ‘fit’ with a structural theory is 
analayticism. Instead of verifying covering laws through the principle of falsification, 
analyticism is interested in explaining a contingent event. This single causal analysis 
is not produced by selecting hard cases but through ideal typification: a process by 
which observations are abstracted into ideal types that are then reapplied to the em-
pirical data. The ambiguity produced through this re-application is then subject to 
counterfactual analysis resulting in causal statements. An appropriate theory would 
consequently be one that contains a set of substantive assumptions, informed through 
observation, which closely aligns to empirical observation. 
Applying two methodologies to a single research question raises some important 
questions concerning knowledge compatibility. Is it possible to answer a single re-
                                                
16 These theories, as illustrated in the state of the art, attempt to close a gap in the literature on 
regional studies that is characterized by an epistemological division between agency and struc-
ture. See chapter 1, p. 8.  
17 Theory is defined by ‘determinate relations’ between a set of substantive assumptions 
(Schutz 1954, p. 260, Doty and Glick 1994, p. 233, Rueschemeyer 2009, p. 6). 
18 Epistemology is defined as the ‘philosophy of knowledge of how we come to know’ (Wight 
2002, p. 42). 
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search question with two methodologies? If they ask different questions, how can 
their answers be reconciled? This thesis builds on the insights offered by methodolog-
ical pluralism to construct a research agenda that can credibly apply both methodolo-
gies to a single empirical question. 
These methodological insights are developed in the first section of this chapter, 
which elaborates on why neoliberal institutionalism and world society theory are cho-
sen. This discussion sets the foundation for the establishment and operationalization 
of two research agendas that offer a ‘rational’ and a ‘cultural’ explanation for why 
states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM.19 An elaboration of these two de-
signs informs the second section of this chapter, which includes the formulation of 
hypotheses and ideal types, as well as an introduction to the main research tech-
niques used by each research design. It should be noted that the research techniques 
are only precised in this chapter. For more comprehensive accounts please refer to 
chapters 3 and 4.  
2.1.  Research strategy: a pluralistic approach 
This section elaborates on the broad research strategy that is largely constituted by 
methodological pluralism. This is an approach that engages and learns from other 
methodologies and theories within the field of IR through a comparative process that 
is designed to yield useful results.20 It defines the contours of this dissertation and 
affects the way the research question is answered.  
The reason for adopting a pluralist approach is foremost based on pragmatic 
grounds. The expressed aim of adopting two representative theories of agency and 
structure is incompatible with neopositive principles on what constitutes an appro-
priate empirical question for creating knowledge. As briefly illustrated in the intro-
ductory chapter, there are a number of empirical anomalies that appear resistant to 
common sense, such as: (1) a highly standardized form of DRM cooperation across 
highly diverse regional organizations, and (2) the timing of the establishment of re-
                                                
19 A ‘rational’ approach is used as shorthand in this thesis for neoliberal institutional theory 
embedded in a neopositive methodology. A ‘cultural’ approach is shorthand for world society 
theory embedded in an analytical methodology. The reason for selecting these methodologies 
and theories are elaborated in more detail in the following pages.  
20 The term ‘useful’ is purposefully applied to demonstrate the connection of the general re-
search strategy to a wide philosophical account of pragmatism, defined as the practical out-
come of a proposition (Hookway 2008). Emphasis is thus concentrated on what type of 
knowledge is produced from different methodological traditions, an endeavour that not only 
enriches explanation and description but can also lead to a refinement of the applied method-
ologies. 
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gional DRM when the relative costs to the state has generally receded over the past 40 
years. These observations are highly puzzling for theories that assume rational agen-
cy, such as realism, neoliberal and rational-choice institutionalism. According to a 
neopositive methodology, the translation of these observations into a research ques-
tion is legitimate precisely because the empirics do not match theoretical expecta-
tions. The main logic for selecting a ‘hard’ or puzzling case for a theory is necessary in 
order to validate possible covering laws through the principle of falsification or test-
ing a theory’s scope conditions (George and Bennett 2005, pp. 115-19). However, if 
the same standard were applied to other theories whose theoretical expectations did 
match empirical observation, such as world society theory, the research question 
would become less puzzling: why explain an event that a theory can easily elucidate 
by emphasising the constitutive nature of norms and ideas? This means that an agen-
cy-based and a structural-based theory – which is part of the selection criteria accord-
ing to the state of the art (cf. Chapter 1, p. 8) – cannot be legitimately applied to only 
one methodology (neopositivism) in view of the empirical question. 
An alternative methodology that can incorporate a structural-based theory in light 
of the research question is anlayticism. This method of knowledge production begins 
by making explicit the value judgements of the researcher when he or she makes an 
empirical observation. The contextual environment within which each researcher is 
embedded ought to be made clear. In this case, a similar reaction to the neoliberal 
institutionalists is made: one is generally struck by the odd behaviour of states that do 
not appear to be acting rationally. However, instead of selecting a theory that has dif-
ficulty explaining an empirical phenomenon, anlayticism forms abstractions from 
observations (ideal typification) and then re-applies these abstractions through a sin-
gle causal analysis. Thus, in contrast to neopositivism, a theory that can best explain 
the research question is selected and necessarily adjusted to the specific and unique 
case. To be clear, the most appropriate and ‘proper’ standard would be to construct 
ideal-types from pure observation without the application of another theory, which to 
a certain extent presupposes generalizations over different cases. This dissertation 
takes an alternative path by adjusting a theory to a given contextual environment. Put 
differently, world society theory postulates are used as a conceptual shortcut in form-
ing ideal types. 
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These two modes of knowledge production are clearly built on different ontological 
assumptions that appear incommensurable.21 However, it is argued that by applying 
more than one methodology it is possible to provide a richer and more complete ac-
count of what motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM.  
A practical outcome of adopting more than one methodology is informed by the 
idea that, by clashing divergent views against each other, the implicit assumptions 
and categories that make up the composition of a research discipline become more 
explicit (Manheim 1936, p. 81). The clarity produced then provides for greater flexi-
bility within a discipline to adopt different methods, sets of hypotheses, or substan-
tive assumptions, which were previously barred by unquestioned norms and scholarly 
practices.22 A similar logic appears in a general argument put forward for the devel-
opment of the natural sciences:  
science becomes more certain in its progression if it has the benefits of a wide 
array of methods and information. Science is not improved by subtracting but 
by adding methods. But science also progresses only when those methods are 
set against one another, letting the light from each reduce the shadows of un-
certainty left by the others. 
Sechrest et al. (1993, p. 230) 
The application of such methodological contrast means that the development of a 
single methodology can only expand when positioned alongside another. This ar-
rangement thus bars any explicit attempt to synthesize more than one methodology. 
Instead, a conservative comparison is emphasized, which is defined as the composi-
tional contrast of one methodology against another for heuristic purposes. This allows 
for internal clarity and potential theoretical development.23 The value of a methodo-
logical comparison thus helps to: (1) increase the legitimacy of each methodology by 
explicating its internal composition, and (2) provide useful heuristics for theoretical 
development. To be sure, this approach is not new, but builds on earlier methodologi-
cal pluralist insights that consider truth in the social sciences ‘not [as] an attribute of 
any one tradition but of the dialogue between them’ (Wight 1991, cited in Booth and 
Smith 1995, p. 13, cf. Manheim 1936, p. 81, Sechrest et al. 1993, p. 230).24 The extent 
                                                
21 The term ‘ontology’ is defined as a particular world-view or Weltanschauung that is based 
on one or more philosophical wagers. For a greater description on ‘philosophical ontology’ see 
Jackson (2011).  
22 Methods are understood as the specific qualitative or quantitative (or both) techniques of 
data collection. 
23 By ‘internal’ I mean treating the methodology on its own terms.  
24 To reiterate, this is not the main aim of the dissertation but a consequence of selecting more 
than one methodology.   
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to which a useful comparison can be made is discussed and elaborated upon in the 
concluding chapter in light of the empirical results. It is argued that a comparison of 
the methodologies allows for a credible translation between hypotheses and ideal 
types through which a more complete explanation can emerge, while respecting the 
research traditions of each approach.  
2.1.1. The validity of the research question 
If two methodologies with disparate ontological preferences are applied to a single 
research question, can they legitimately answer the same research question? A clear 
strength of neopositive studies is that the validity of a research question is clear: a 
theoretical puzzle must be produced and answered. It ought to identify gaps in the 
current body of knowledge, it ought to take note of contradictory theories, and it 
ought to highlight the lack of evidence to support a particular theory (George and 
Bennett 2005, p. 74). This process will often result in testing empirical anomalies that 
do not appear to fit a theory’s description with the view of reducing or extending its 
scope conditions. Puzzles are also important for analyticism although they are based 
on a different set of assumptions.  
The construction of an ideal type begins with a clarification of the researcher’s val-
ue judgements which are informed from his or her contextual environment.25 This 
means that analysts may also talk of puzzles as this is often interpreted as the appro-
priate and normative term for giving legitimacy to scholarly interest. However, there 
are two interconnected differences. First, this ‘interest’ could be otherwise if situated 
in a different context, time, and space. That is, it does not exclude the possibility for 
alternative framing.  Second, the ‘interest’ cannot be informed from an empirical 
anomaly that does not match a given theoretical description. Instead, research puz-
zles emerge when an empirical observation is resistant to a common-sense under-
standing of how actors or institutions ought to function in a particular context. In this 
way neopositivism reifies, and analyticism is reactive to, common  sense. World socie-
ty theorists, for example, frame a discussion of state policies in anti-rational and anti-
functional terms – and therefore create a puzzle – such as education reforms that 
produce extreme forms of decoupling (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009, p. 182). This would 
also be a legitimate question for neoliberal institutionalists who would find the lack of 
cooperation puzzling. World society theory, thus, establishes its own existence as a 
                                                
25 The contextual position the researcher is placed within is also referred to as the ‘value rele-
vance’ or Wertbeziehung of the researcher (Coser 1977, pp. 219-20). 
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theory by questioning the principal concept that neoliberal institutional theory hinges 
on, namely rationality. In this sense, world society theory falls into the ranks of the 
common hermeneutic scholar who aims to make explicit the implicit social structure 
that gives meaning to action. Despite these important differences, both approaches 
can take on a problem-driven research agenda. 
Are there common ties between the neopositive and analytical puzzle? As the for-
mer is situated in the same social and cultural milieu that the latter attempts to expli-
cate, legitimate research questions can be formulated that are useful for both meth-
odologies. While the different epistemological and ontological assumptions of each 
methodology inevitably produce different outcomes from the same research question, 
there is no reason why the same research question will not be as legitimate for neo-
positivism as for analyticism. The neopositive approach establishes a research ques-
tion based on an empirical anomaly that does not fit the predictions of neoliberal in-
stitutionalism, while the latter will choose a question that aims to reveal an implicit 
piece of the social fabric – that is understood to be highly rationalistic – that gives 
meaning to action. They can be asked the same puzzling question, but the two ap-
proaches do not ask the same question. Consequently they are predetermined to give 
different answers. Despite these fundamental differences, the puzzle presented in this 
dissertation, and the research question that emanates from this puzzle, is a fully com-
patible and legitimate question for both methodologies.  
2.1.2. Methodology selection 
If more than one methodology ought to be incorporated into this research design, and 
if this is possible by adhering to the pluralist argument mentioned above, then why 
and how have neopositive and analytic methodologies been chosen? First, the field of 
methodology selection is confined to Patrick Jackson’s analytical demarcation of the 
IR discipline into neopositivism, critical realism, analyticism, and reflexivity (2011, p.  
37). All of these methodologies can in principle be applied to the research question, 
each of which would provide a unique answer. Second, based on the logic of lex par-
simoniae,26 or the ‘path of less resistance’, the two methodologies that most closely 
match the ontological assumptions embedded in the selected theories are conse-
                                                
26 Lex parsimoniae is the law of parsimony that posits that the simplest path ought to be cho-
sen over the more complicated: ‘Entia non sunt multiplicanda, praeter necessitate’ (Thorburn 
1918).  
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quently chosen.27 The selection of theory is thus turned to, which then reconnects to 
methodology in the subsequent section.  
2.1.3.  Theory selection 
If the essence of theory is to highlight particular empirical features and processes over 
others, it follows that some theories will provide more precise tools of explanation 
than others. Theory is defined here as ‘the explicit formulation of determinate rela-
tions between a set of variables in terms of which a fairly extensive class of empirical-
ly ascertainable regularities can be explained’ (Schutz 1954, p. 260). The principal 
condition for selecting two appropriate theories is based on their ability to answer the 
research question. Through a process of elimination, three criteria are accordingly 
constructed from the definition of theory to locate the most appropriate theories: (1) 
the general field of inquiry; (2) the determinate logic of action; and (3) substantive 
assumptions of the selected theory.  
The first criterion – the general field of inquiry – limits the selection of theory to 
those that can reasonably incorporate an analysis of international relations (IR) and 
that includes the state as the principal unit of analysis, institutional cooperation and 
transnational security cooperation. These substantive fields are important because 
they define the content of the research question. While any good theory ought to be 
flexible enough to incorporate new fields of inquiry, the essential scope condition to 
which this criterion refers is limited to theories that specialize in state-related activity 
in regional organizations.  
The second criterion – the determinate logic of action – is largely influenced by the 
state of the art, which illustrates a general divide between agentic and structural ap-
proaches in regional studies. As one of the aims of this thesis is to address this gap, a 
representative theory from each of these epistemological streams is chosen. This 
means that out of the various logics of action represented in IR – all of which can ar-
guably be applied to the research question – rational choice and structural-based be-
haviour are prioritized.28 
                                                
27 These are each defined by two philosophical ontological wagers. Neopositivism is defined by 
a mind-world dualism and phenomenalism, critical realism is defined my mind-world dualism 
and transfactualism, analyticism is defined by mind-world monism and phenomenalism, and 
reflexivity is defined by mind-world monism and transfactualism (Jackson 2011, p. 37). 
28 Another logic of action, for example, that is possible but not used in this thesis is the logic of 
argumentation, deliberation, and persuasion (Risse 2000). 
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The third criterion – substantive assumptions – requires that the selected theories 
view the state as a legitimate actor in world politics and that these states seriously 
include the possibility of cooperative security endeavours through regional organiza-
tions. Neorealist theories that assume the former, but reject the latter, are conse-
quently demoted, for example. A further scope condition is based on another aim of 
this thesis, which is to address the lack of medium-n sized comparative regional stud-
ies. This means that only theories that provide core material or structural based ar-
guments for state motivation in regional organizations are prioritized.29 
 According to these criteria, and taking into account the incompatibility of ap-
plying an agent and structural-based theory within a neopositive methodology vis-à-
vis the empirical question, two theories present themselves as the most appropriate 
explanatory devices for this study. First, neoliberal institutionalism is chosen and 
embedded within a neopositive methodology. Second, world society theory is chosen 
and embedded within an analytical methodology. These two approaches are described 
in greater detail below.  
2.1.4. Neopositivism and neoliberal institutionalism 
Neopositivism can be defined as the application of hypothesized covariations in a 
world where empirical reality is conditioned by observed experiences in an effort to 
gain, at least, a sense of ‘high probability’. Building on the logical positivist concern 
for empirical truth by replicating the natural sciences, neopositivists derive explana-
tion through inferences based on repeated experiences of an observed object.30 Acting 
under the principle of falsification – rather than the logical positivist emphasis on 
verificationism – these repeated experiences can evolve into theoretical generaliza-
tions or ‘covering laws’ that offer some prediction and causal certainty (Hempel and 
Oppenheim 1948, p. 138).31 While objective reality may still be out of reach, the gap 
                                                
29 Investigating diplomatic exchange using practice theory, for example, would be particularly 
difficult to achieve when investigating ten regional organizations based on the pragmatic and 
technical capacity of the researcher.  
30 The grounding of knowledge not just on basic sensory impressions (empiricism) but also on 
experience reflects the central idea of phenomenalism – an important philosophical commit-
ment embedded in neopositivism – which emphasizes the phenomenon or object of investiga-
tion rather than pre-theorizing (Overgaard and Zahavi 2009, p. 111). This includes the study of 
invisible or social objects that can be observed and experienced via appropriate conceptual 
devices (Wight 2006, cited in Jackson 2011, p. 62).  
31 Achieving ‘high probability’ through the idea that logical statements could be proven by 
observation (verificationism) was difficult in practice because even a nonsensical statement 
could be formulated into a verifiable experiment (Jackson 2011, p. 51). Karl Popper’s principle 
of falsification rectified this shortfall and, thus, brought in the ‘neo’ to neo-positivism. This 
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between the subject and object – a central motif of positivism based on Cartesian 
doubt – is reduced through this Deductive-Nomological (D-N) model.32 The empiri-
cist or (neo)positivist thus largely adheres to a Humean conception of causality that is 
defined as the ‘constant conjunction of events’, and entails patterns of observables 
and regularities that are deterministic in nature (Moore 2009, p. 3, Kurki 2006, p. 
192).33 For neopositivists, the purpose and definition of theory is thus ‘the testable 
explanations of observed behaviour’ (Dessler 1989, p. 445, cf. Hindmoor 2010, p. 45). 
The outcome of these tests can be further unpacked into two different correlational 
properties of ‘sufficient’ and ‘necessary’ conditions, which fine-tune the broader con-
cept of ‘high probability’.34 This informs the epistemological grounding of the Qualita-
tive Comparative Analysis (QCA) techniques used in the ‘rational’ research design of 
this dissertation.  
Neoliberal institutionalism provides a rational explanation of events. The explana-
tory side of this ‘rational explanation’ is based on an ‘outside’ perspective where the 
researcher establishes causes based on, or influenced by, methods from the natural 
sciences (Hollis and Smith 1990, p. 3). As expressed above, these methods are gener-
ally characterized by covering laws that emerge from the researcher’s observations of 
repeated occurrences in similar environments (Ibid).  
The rational side of ‘rational explanation’ introduces a specific view of the world 
that places a calculative, conscious, and self-interested individual as the main unit of 
analysis.35 Explaining causes and their effects via the rational individual also extends 
to macro processes. This methodological individualism cuts to the heart of rational 
choice and economic theory, and constitutes a significant part of neoliberal institu-
tionalism. More precisely, neoliberal institutionalism gives the individual priority in 
                                                                                                                                       
constructed a theoretical ‘edifice’ on the subjective side of the mind-world gap that could then 
be evaluated through the constant testing of empirics (Ibid, p. 68).  
32 Put differently, this scientific mode of knowledge production is based on the premises of 
locating, confirming, or refuting law-like generalizations about the social world. 
33 The irony in this search for causal certainty is that it will always be out of reach vis-à-vis an 
ontological commitment to mind-world dualism, a condition that will continue to motivate 
valiant efforts to breach the unreachable. As Carl Hempel and Paul Oppenheim note, this ef-
fort is best administered through establishing theoretical generalizations based on repeated 
experiences. These generalizations establish covering laws that provide for, at least, a momen-
tary sense of causal stability through claims of ‘high probability’ that come about through the 
testing of hypotheses. Combined with a statement of antecedent conditions, this produces the 
explanans, which, through a process of logical deduction, informs the explanandum: a ‘de-
scription of the empirical phenomenon to be explained’ (Hempel and Oppenheim 1948, p. 
138, cf. George and Bennett 2005, pp. 131-5). 
34 These can also be extended to SUIN and INUS conditions (Mahoney et al. 2009). 
35 For an overview of the history and development of the ‘economic man’ see Persky (1995).  
Method of inquiry 
 
 
27 
defining or explaining social phenomena (Udehn 2002).36 Such a model of rational 
human action, that paradoxically finds its routes in Max Weber’s Verstehende tradi-
tion, is conventionally understood as an ideal type based on the notion that only indi-
viduals have intentional states (Heath 2011, §9). Through the profound influence of 
Karl Popper in the social sciences, the interpretive tradition – which uses the rational 
action model for evaluation purposes – was transformed into a covering law, or gen-
eralized claim, that could generate falsifiable hypotheses (Ibid, §21). The notion of 
reducing complicated events to individual explanation, combined with the assump-
tion of a rational and calculative actor, forms the basis for explaining micro-to-macro 
processes through the constant testing of empirics. Informed by these principles, ne-
oliberal institutionalism attaches the rationality and self-interest of the individual to 
the state as the principal actor in the international system.37  
This brief overview of the links between neopositivism and neoliberal institutional-
ism substantiates the choice of adopting a neopositive methodology according to lex 
parsimoniae. The selection of neoliberal institutionalism is also substantiated by two 
further reasons. First, it confirms to the above-mentioned criteria on theory selection. 
This inter alia includes a mid-level theory that provides core explanations for state-
based decisions and is also highly representative of rational agency as depicted in its 
firm adherence to methodological individualism. Secondly, viewed through the lens of 
neoliberal institutionalism, the empirical question is also highly puzzling. Instead of 
rejecting this theory because it does not appear to explain an empirical observation 
(cf. Börzel 2012a), it is selected precisely because of this difficulty.  
2.1.5. Anlayticism and world society theory 
An analytic methodology, like neopositivism, claims that knowledge is derived from 
our experience of the world. However, this experience is not based on a connection 
between sensory impressions and an object, but via an intersubjective field that gives 
meaning through doing.38 This means that the mind cannot be considered separate 
from the world – from the outside looking in – but is part of the knowledge one gains 
                                                
36 Lars Udehn outlines an ‘individualistic research tradition’ that categorizes different versions 
of methodological individualism (2002, p. 499). 
37 For a critique on the anthropomorphism of the state see Wight (2004).  
38 Unlike neopositivism, the impetus of knowledge production for analyticism is derived not 
from doubt but through interaction. Indeed, informed through a ‘mind-world monism’ (Jack-
son 2011) analyticism rejects the very notion of doubt as an ‘exercise in self-deception…we 
possess a variety of certainties which “it does not occur to us can be questioned”’ (Peirce 1992 
and 1999, cited in Hookway 2008).   
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through practical participation within, and of, the world. In order to make sense of an 
experienced situation, or ‘life-world’, observations are abstracted to make general 
claims (Jackson 2011, p. 113, cf. Weber [1949] 2011, Deutsch 1968, Waltz 1979, Over-
gaard and Zahavi 2009).39 Importantly, this ordering of facts through ideal types is 
produced for the purpose of specification and not for generalization. The critical dis-
tinction between singular causal analysis (analyticism) and general causal analysis 
(neopositivism) is not the acceptance or even use of general laws but whether singular 
causal statements are reduced to causal laws (Moore 2009, p. 4).40 
If generating analytical constructs is a strategy for reducing reality to a biased set 
of value commitments in order to provide insight into a particular phenomenon (We-
ber [1949] 2011, p. 90), then the value commitments of the researcher must be expli-
cated as the first step of ideal typification.41  This means that the scientific researcher 
must make explicit the norms and values in which he or she is embedded: ‘values mo-
tivate the search for knowledge and make some of its results more salient to us than 
others’ (Deutsch 1968, p. vi).42 Combined with empirical observations, these norms 
are then formalized into analytical constructs. Once produced, these ideal types can 
be contrasted against an empirical case to produce ambiguity (Jackson 2011, pp. 144-
5).43 The ambiguity created from ideal typification is then subject to counterfactual 
analysis with the purpose of strengthening the probability of a causal statement. This 
counterfactual analysis is achieved through a mental experiment: when an outcome 
cannot be imagined without a causal property derived from an ideal type, it is consid-
ered ‘adequately causal’ and ‘coincidentally causal’ when the same process is made by 
a causal property derived outside of the ideal type. All other instances count as ‘inci-
                                                
39 The term ‘life-world’ comes from Alfred Husserl, which is similar to what Martin Heidegger 
calls Dasein or ‘being-in-the-world’ (Overgaard and Zahavi 2009, pp. 94-5). 
40 As Moore notes, singular causal analysis is best conceived to exist on an axis between those 
that accept that causal laws can exist in the presence of singular causal relations, and those 
that do not accept this (2009, p. 4). Thus, an analysis of contiguous events can produce gen-
eral statements but these generalizations are not explicated into a covering law (Ibid, p. 13). 
Instead, the generalizations create ideal types for a particular category of events. 
41 The classic definition of an ideal type come from Max Weber, who states that ‘An ideal type 
is formed through a one-sided accentuation of one or more points of view and by the synthesis 
of a great many diffuse, discrete, more or less present, and occasionally absent concrete indi-
vidual phenomena, which are arranged according to those one-sidedly emphasized viewpoints 
into a unified analytical construct (Gedankenbild). In its conceptual purity, this mental con-
struct (Gedankenbild) cannot be found anywhere in reality. It is a utopia.’ ([1949] 2011, p. 
90). 
42 This does not imply a critique of the researcher’s values because there cannot be any correct 
values according to Weber (Jackson 2011, p. 230). Instead, it is important to evaluate how a 
researcher’s values have been idealized into an analytical construct (Ibid, p. 146).  
43 Importantly, this procedure is only relevant for the ‘unique and individual character’ of 
‘concrete genetic sets of relations’ (Kedar 2007, p. 330; Weber 2008, p. 12).  
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dental’ (Jackson 2011, pp. 150-1).44 Evaluating what classify as essential causes is 
based on the experience of the researcher.45 
 World society theory provides a ‘cultural’ explanation of events: ‘institutionalized 
cultural rules define the meaning and identity of the individual and the patterns of 
appropriate economic, political, and cultural activity engaged in by those individuals’ 
(Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 67]. These rules are further defined as ‘clas-
sifications built into society as reciprocated typifications’ (Meyer and Rowan [1977] 
2009, p. 90). This cultural account has strong links to analyticism, which is expressed 
by Alfred Schutz, who argues that previous experience sourced from others, and the 
subjective, generate a pre-fabricated knowledge of ‘types’ that are used to interpret 
the environment within which all individuals are embedded. This principal concep-
tion of knowledge based on phenomenalism is informed by an assumption that others 
have similar ‘systems of relevancies’ that are analogous to one’s own: what Schutz 
calls the ‘thesis of the reciprocity of perspectives’ (Overgaard and Zahavi 2009, p. 
104). If expectations and the actions of individuals are informed by types in an inter-
subjective space, society must conform to, and be representative of, what is normal. If 
this thesis is applied to IR it would be expected that pre-fabricated knowledge of 
‘types’ that states, institutions and individuals use to interpret the global society 
would also produce similar ‘systems of relevancies’. This is an essential argument put 
forward by the world society theorists: ‘[o]rganizations exist, proliferate, and have the 
form they do not because they are efficient but because they are externally legitimated 
by the global cultural environment’ (Finnemore 1996, p. 329).  
The external system that provides this form of legitimacy is made up of knowledge 
and culture rather than placing the individual at the foundations of society (Ibid; 
Jepperson 2001, p. 3). This lack of agency is a principal critique and underlying 
                                                
44 It could be objected that the results gained through ideal typification may lead to the ad-
justments of the original ideal-types or the production of new ones that, in turn, leads to 
greater specification ad infinitum. This proposal, however, misses the essence of the analytical 
stance: analysts are only interested in the utility of an ideal type as a tool to provide an expla-
nation, or ethical statement, of an observed ‘fact’. 
45 Counterfactual analysis requires a deep knowledge of the case in order to imagine alterative 
causal pathways (configurational). The validity of the causal statement is thus based on the 
unique properties of the case that ought to be made clear by the researcher. Thus, unlike neo-
positivism there are no clear rules or guidelines for the validity of causal statements other than 
practical sense (Jackson 2011, pp. 150-1). Furthermore, the value of employing a counterfac-
tual analysis through ideal types is based on its perceived usefulness. As Karl Deutsch notes, a 
concept – understood as a tool used to group together different items of knowledge into a set 
– only fulfils its function if it (1) provides a continuing ‘usefulness in dealing with problems 
familiar from the past’ and (2) it provides for ‘new questions, new insights, and new intellec-
tual operation on problems that are becoming salient for the present and the future’ (1968, p. 
13). 
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source of contention in much of John Meyer’s writings. Indeed, his claim of societal 
change via macro-to-macro processes (Jepperson and Meyer 2011) even raises diffi-
culties that phenomenologists such as Edmund Husserl had with disentangling the 
belief that the individual was constituted by, and was the principal object of, society 
(Overgaard and Zahavi 2009, p. 102). In order to circumvent this problem, Meyer 
deliberately and strategically ‘defocalizes’ the actor in order to emphasize the influ-
ence of institutions and culture on the individual (Jepperson 2001, p. 3). In other 
words, world society theory is decidedly positioned on the structural side of the agent-
structure debate (cf. Wendt 1987, Carlsnaes 1992, Wight 2006). This tactic is certain-
ly legitimate within an analytical framework that seems to quietly accept the classical 
critique of transcendental solipsism (Best 1975, p. 136) as the price to pay for in-
creased clarity.46 By selecting the main phenomenological argument of transcendental 
subjectivity and rejecting methodological individualism, world society theory thus 
shares some fundamental assumptions with an analytical methodology. According to 
the logic of lex parsimoniae, these connections help to substantiate the reasoning 
behind the selection of world society theory and analyticism.  
The above explanation of analyticism and its connection to world society theory is 
designed not only to usher in a structural-based research design but also legitimate 
the choice of the methodology and theory by making explicit their shared assump-
tions and the fit between the empirical question and analyticism’s method of 
knowledge production.  
 
Table 2.0 Methodological comparison and composition  
Methodology 
Categories of inquiry Neopositivism Analyticism 
Ontology 
 
Phenomenalism Phenomenalism 
Mind-world dualism Mind-world monism 
Epistemology D-N model Singularist theory of causation 
Theory  Neoliberal institutionalism World society theory 
Method Qualitative Comparative Analysis Quantitative and qualitative 
techniques  
Source: The ontological compartmentalization is modified from Jackson (2011, p. 37) 
 
Table 2.0 summarizes the two methodologies that are used to answer the research 
question. These are not designed to be entirely fixed categories but should help to 
identify the principal assumptions that logically fit the various levels of enquiry that 
include the ontological, epistemological, theoretical, and the application of methods. 
This means, for example, that the two ‘philosophical wagers’ that constitute neoposi-
                                                
46 Transcendental solipsism is a condition by which the transcendental experience of the self is 
the only thing that exists.  
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tivism and anlayticism are informed by (1) a dualist and a monist conception of the 
world, respectively; and (2) a phenomenological standpoint, meaning that what is 
knowable is limited to what one can observe (Jackson 2011). These philosophical wa-
gers are sequentially connected by two alternative epistemologies based on either 
generalization (D-N model) or specification (sigularist theory of causation), which is 
then linked to neoliberal institutionalism and world society theory. Finally, different 
methods have been selected according to the mandate set by the epistemologies that 
define neopositivism and analyticism.  
This categorization represents the blueprint of the main research strategy defined 
by methodological pluralism and the ‘rational’ and ‘cultural’ research designs that are 
operationalized in the following section. Here, the theory and method are elaborated, 
including the construction of testable hypotheses and applicable ideal types.  
2.2. A ‘rational’ research design 
Neoliberal institutionalism asserts that rational actors will perform utility maximizing 
functions under conditions of interdependence (Keohane and Nye 1974). In a pro-
gressively interconnected and interdependent world, mutual interests among rational 
states increase. These interests often coalesce around finding solutions to collective 
problems that are too costly or too difficult to solve independently. The formation of 
international institutions provides not only a secure forum where these problems can 
be solved, but it also provides a mechanism that will mitigate conflict, enhance order 
and provide efficient solutions to problems of coordination through the provision of 
information and reducing transaction costs under certain constraints (Keohane 1984, 
Karns and Mingst 2010, pp. 38-40).47 Based on this cost-benefit approach and in-
formed through an explanatory logic of consequentialism (March and Olson 1990), 
neoliberal institutionalism claims that states – defined as rational goal-seeking actors 
– will cooperate through international institutions in order the maximize their gains 
under certain constraints vis-à-vis the envisioned outcome of no cooperation (rever-
sion point).48 Neoliberal institutionalism has thus been a forerunner in providing ex-
                                                
47 A more liberal variant of this approach would underline that state interests are pluralistic 
and informed by domestic and transnational processes: security cooperation would conse-
quently emerge through the convergence of national preferences (Müller 2002, pp. 376-7, 
Moravscik 1998). 
48 An institution is defined here as sets of rules that stipulate the ways in which states should 
cooperate and compete with each other’ (Mearsheimer 1994/95, cited in Simmons and Martin 
2002, p. 194). And rules mean: ‘statements that forbid, require, or permit some action or out-
come’ (Ostrom 1990, p. 139). 
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planations for the emergence of international institutions (Kaiser 1971, Keohane and 
Nye 1974, Milner and Moravcsik 2009).  
Cooperation through institutions is further explained by Keohane’s concept of ‘ra-
tional anticipation’: where anticipated effects are explained by their causes (Keohane 
1984, p. 82; Milner and Moravscik 2009). States will presumably cooperate on re-
gional risk management, for example, when the expected benefits gained through the 
functional performance of institutional practices are realized. Cooperation is thus 
demand-driven: ‘actors create institutions because they are useful’ (Aggarwal 2009, 
p. 168). These expected outcomes are in turn based on self-interest, and material-
based and power-maximizing goals. The crux of the theoretical approach, therefore, is 
to provide evidence that demonstrates a causal link between the functions an institu-
tion performs and the institution’s existence: institutions either serve the functions 
they were designed for, or they deteriorate (Keohane 1984, p. 81).49 A number of con-
ditions must, therefore, be identified that are necessary if cooperation is to emerge. 
2.2.1. Hypotheses   
The following sub-section outlines the four main hypotheses that are derived from 
neoliberal institutionalism and that will be tested with a fuzzy-set Qualitative Com-
parative Analysis (fsQCA). These are: 
H1.  When regional interdependence is high, DRM cooperation will be 
highly developed   
H2.  When the expected costs of future natural disasters are high, DRM 
cooperation will be highly developed   
H3.  When the intra-regional diversity of natural disasters is high, DRM 
cooperation will be highly developed   
H4.  When intra-regional power disparities are high, DRM cooperation 
will be highly developed   
2.2.1.1. H1. Interdependence 
Interdependence is considered a vital precondition for regional cooperation because 
the increasingly high flow of goods, capital and people across national borders 
heightens the economic and political vulnerability of states (Moravcsik 2009, p. 245). 
If this flow is cut off by a major crisis with no or limited regional cooperation, damag-
                                                
49 This also falls in line with Keohane’s concept of constraint choice analysis, which emphasiz-
es system-level changes in the international system as an important condition that determines 
whether states choose to create or join an international regime (1989, pp. 103-4). 
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es will quickly escalate and have far-reaching consequences, as the 2005 Hurricane in 
New Orleans and 2010 Earthquake in Haiti demonstrate. This logic is reflected in 
Keohane’s notion of ‘insurance regimes’ where under conditions of interdependence 
and increasing vulnerabilities – where the ‘environment cannot be controlled’ – 
states will be more likely to create ‘insurance regimes’ to control or insure against 
‘catastrophic events’ (Keohane 1989, p. 123). Neoliberal institutionalists would pre-
sumably agree that countries that are highly dependent upon intra-regional trade 
flows will be more likely to cooperate on DRM. However, shared interests based on 
the incentive for joint gains are a necessary yet insufficient condition: cooperation 
comes out of a ‘mutual adjustment to conflict’ and not a condition of harmony (Keo-
hane 1989, p. 11). States must be first of all willing to cooperate, which will only arise 
if the costs are perceived to be less than the expected benefits. The first hypothesis 
based on interdependence is thus formulated as: when regional interdependence is 
high, DRM cooperation will be highly developed. 
2.2.1.2. H2. Expectations 
The expectation of future crises is an important variable in determining if states will 
cooperate on regional DRM. 50  If crises occur often and induce high expenses, the 
probability that states will reduce their sovereignty in exchange for assurance is high 
(Weber 1997, p. 330). It is expected that when these costs increase to a point where a 
state or region can no longer effectively manage the environment, states will choose 
to create insurance regimes (Keohane 1989, p. 123). If this is true, one should also 
expect that threat perceptions or the cost of crises will meet a threshold where coop-
eration becomes a necessity. The second hypothesis based on expectations is thus 
                                                
50 Transgovernmental networks also provide practitioners with information about their coun-
terpart’s actions, which can increase trust and the demand for institutions (Keohane 1989, p. 
118). These networks and other ‘communities of relevant experts’, such as transnational net-
works and NGOs, are considered sources of ‘instrumental beliefs’ that have an impact on coa-
lition forming and institutional change (Hall 2010, p. 208, Hollis 2010b). Moreover, the in-
crease in knowledge that international organization and networks share can reduce transac-
tion costs by providing a focal point for acceptable behaviour (Shihata 1965, cited in Simmons 
1998, p. 81). While the influences from transnational actors is understood as an important 
causal condition for increasing knowledge between states, and thus influencing state behav-
iour, it is not prioritized in this thesis. Priority is instead focused on structural conditions that 
influence state behaviour: interdependence, expectations, asymmetries and power are thus 
considered apriori conditions that affect actors including states and transnational networks. 
Furthermore, as neoliberal institutionalism assumes that the state has the main role in creat-
ing or withholding institutional innovation – especially in intergovernmental regional organi-
zations – the causal role of other international institutions, such as the UN or the Red Cross, 
are not prioritized as the main functional explanation ought to be based on the direct material 
interests of the state. 
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formulated as: when the expected costs of future natural disasters are high, DRM 
cooperation will be highly developed. 
2.2.1.3. H3. Asymmetrical risk 
As interdependencies are rarely symmetrical, the degree to which distribution costs 
exist also has an effect on the level of cooperation. It is claimed that in order for re-
gional cooperation to emerge, the distribution of benefits must be high as this in-
creases common interests. However, this does not mean that a high distribution of 
disasters must be prevalent. Indeed, neoliberal institutionalism assumes the opposite: 
insurance regimes will only emerge ‘if the risks insured are specific to each member of 
the group...if the catastrophic events against which one wishes to insure are likely…to 
affect all members simultaneously and with equal severity, risk sharing will make 
little sense’ (Keohane 1989, p. 123). The third hypothesis based on asymmetries is 
thus formulated as: when the intra-regional diversity of natural crises is high, DRM 
cooperation will be highly developed. 
2.2.1.4.  H4. Inter-regional power disparity 
A common reason for the lack of international cooperation is informed through the 
disincentives that arise in providing a public good. Here, distrust that others will 
‘free-ride’ or ‘shirk’ can prevent cooperation even if all members of a regional organi-
zation would profit from collective coordination on DRM (Samuelson 1954, Olsen 
1971, Ostrom 1990, cf. Rhinard, Hollis and Boin 2012). Connecting this logic to mate-
rial power distribution, Robert Keohane argues that only powerful states would be in 
a position to provide a public good because it would internalize enough benefits to 
outweigh the costs (Stone 2009, p. 33). This notion has also been popularized in re-
gional studies by the concept of ‘regional paymasters’ that provide both the capacity 
and leadership for instigating cooperation. By transferring this proposition into the 
emergence of regional DRM, it is assumed that when material power is concentrated 
in a single member state, that also has a high incentive to cooperate regionally, then 
regional DRM cooperation will be more likely. The fourth hypothesis based on power 
disparity is thus formulated as: when intra-regional power disparities are high, 
DRM cooperation will be highly developed.   
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2.2.2. Research techniques 
Comparative case analyses help neopositivists to isolate and control for selected caus-
al factors that are geared towards the refutation or agreement of constructed hypoth-
eses. Testing hypothesized covariations or empirical generalizations are often con-
ducted through John Stewart Mill’s method of difference or method of agreement. 
These foundational tools do not, however, free researchers from the possibility of 
equifinality: when there is more than one possible causal route to a single outcome 
(George and Bennett 2005, p. 161, Ragin 2000, p. 13).51 Expanding upon Mill’s meth-
ods, Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) circumvents equifinality by allowing for 
‘multiple conjunctural causation’ that anticipates that ‘different constellations of fac-
tors may lead to the same result’ (Berg-Schlosser et al. 2009, p. 8). The aim of QCA is 
not, however, to describe a complex arrangement of factors but to produce a parsi-
monious explanation through testing theoretically derived variables. In order to 
achieve this, a strong emphasis is placed on two regularities: sufficient and necessary 
combinations of conditions (Ibid, p. 10).52 Reinserting the importance of these logics 
expands research potential by going beyond linear and additive formulations (Most 
and Starr 2003, p. 26) and increases the number of possible answers to a single re-
search question. QCA is also concerned with systematic case comparisons by using 
formal tools based on set-theoretic or Boolean algebra (Berg-Schlosser et al. 2009, p. 
6). Set-theoretical relationships – such as Christianity as a subset of Abrahamic faiths 
– are implicit in most social science research and provide an important link between 
‘ideas and evidence’ or the interplay between theory and empirics (Ragin 2000, p. 4). 
This interrelation means that cases, for example, are selected according to theory, 
albeit, under the provision that typical and outlier cases are selected. Theoretical 
knowledge is also critical for identifying ‘non-observed cases’ and justifying the rele-
vant solutions achieved once the analysis is complete (Berg-Schlosser et al. 2009, p. 
7). This is also connected to the demand for transparency in terms of the researchers 
choices for case selection, variables, threshold levels, and the processing of, and the 
occasional intervening in, data (Ibid, p. 14).  
                                                
51 Other pitfalls or ‘understanding what to avoid’ include inter alia endogeneity (King, Keo-
hane and Verba 1994, pp. 107-8) and omitted variable bias (Ibid, p. 168), which must also be 
controlled for.  
52 A sufficient but not necessary condition is when X (the antecedent) follows Y (the conse-
quent) but Y could be replaced by another consequent. And a necessary but not sufficient con-
dition is when Y is preceded by X but Y may not always occur when X does (Most and Starr 
2003, p. 28). 
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Fuzzy-set theory is a branch of QCA that allows for partial membership in a set. By 
allowing for quantitative variation between two qualitative states, Ragin attempts to: 
(1) bring qualitative and quantitative methods together (2000, p. 8); (2) allow for 
increased diversity while maintaining a drive for generalization; and (3) dodges the 
problem of ‘trying to force-fit cases into one of two categories’ (2009, p. 88). Given 
the advantages of employing a fuzzy-set QCA method – such as transparency and the 
systematic procedure of assessing all possible combinations of selected variables – 
chapter 3 uses and expands on this technique in order to test the abovementioned 
hypotheses.   
2.3.  A ‘structural’ research design 
World society theory asserts that there is an inherent interest for states to modify 
their identities in order to increase their status as ‘proper’ and well-perceived entities 
in the international system.53 This ‘status’ is defined by the dominant norms within 
the international community, to which most countries wish to aspire in order to gain 
legitimacy, social recognition, and authority as purposive and rational agents (Meyer 
and Rowan 1977, pp. 348-9, Meyer et al. 1997, p. 153).54 Importantly, this social bene-
fit does not motivate state action. Rather than rational calculations of means and 
ends, or strategic considerations that cause states to adopt similar policies, it is ar-
gued that the modern cultural system constructs modern actors – the individual, the 
state, international organizations – as authorized and purposive agents (Meyer 2010). 
This macrosociological approach is decidedly global, where exogenous norms affect 
state action: ‘It is not actors and their interests that constitute society (bottom up), 
but rather society, whose main cultural characteristics have become global over time, 
that constitutes actors in on-going processes of rationalization (top-down)’ (Krücken 
and Drori 2009, pp. 21-2). As this global model is highly institutionalized and stand-
ardized, legitimacy consequently increases through the power of standardization.55  
                                                
53 World society theory shares some similarities to the English School’s notion of ‘world socie-
ty’ based on universal (liberal) cosmopolitanism (Buzan 2001, pp. 475-6) and shares few simi-
larities world-system theory or state-competition theory, which does not locate any ‘causal 
significance’ in culture (Meyer et al. 1997, p. 147). 
54 This is commonly referred to as actorhood, which is defined by Meyer as ‘the enhanced 
standing of the entities involved and their empowered comprehension of the scientized and 
rationalized environment in which they act’ (2010, p. 9). This also means that ‘actor’s interests 
have ontological priority to action’ (Buhari-Gulmez 2010, p. 255) and that legitimacy is valued 
above efficiency.  
55 The expanding ‘structuration’ that eventuates from isomorphism often goes beyond any 
normal functional requirements. Examples include unrealistic five-year plans, highways lead-
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As noted above, this modern cultural, or institutionalized, system is made up of 
‘knowledge and culture’ (Jepperson 2001, p. 3) that includes a set of rules that are 
‘typifications of habitualized action’ (Berger and Luckmann 1967, p. 54; Meyer and 
Rowan [1977] 2009, p. 90). The current expression of the cultural script is based on 
the principles of rationalization and liberal individualism, such as human rights, indi-
vidual freedom, prosperity, and scientific progress.  
2.3.1. Ideal types 
The ideal types fashioned in this dissertation are based on the ‘rationalizing recon-
structions of a particular kind of behaviour’ that is informed through the propositions 
made by world society theory (Coser 1977, pp. 223-4).56 Thus, instead of constructing 
ideal types from my own value judgements, I temporarily substitute my own judge-
ments by ‘living within’ and acting out of the principal features of world society theo-
ry. To be clear, I am not creating an ideal type from observation – such as a ‘security 
community’ based on an historical study (cf. Deutsch et al. 1957) – but I am using an 
established theory and empirical observation to guide the re-construction of ideal 
types. Two important assumptions also guide the following construction of ideal 
types. First, it is assumed that like the reification of the state, regional organizations 
are also created and maintained for purposes of legitimacy, reflecting what a state 
ought to do (cf. Börzel 2012). Second, it is proposed and expanded upon in Chapter 4 
that regional DRM is a global model or a sub-set of regional policies that states ought 
to institutionalize. Keeping these qualifications in mind, three propositions are made 
that are informed through John Meyer’s description of the main arguments that de-
fine world society theory (2009, pp. 48-51) as well as David Strand and John Meyer’s 
elucidation of norm diffusion ([1993] 2009).57 Three ideal types are consequently 
                                                                                                                                       
ing nowhere as hyper-forms of development and impoverished countries creating universities 
with overqualified personnel (Meyer et al. 1997, p. 156). This phenomenon is closely associat-
ed with decoupling: a ‘disjunction between preferred actor identities and the practical activi-
ties that are undertaken’ (Meyer 2010, p. 13). 
56 Three different kinds of ideal types are distinguished by Max Weber: the first is based on 
‘historical particularities’; the second on ‘abstract elements of social reality’; and the third on 
‘rationalizing reconstructions of a particular kind of behaviour’ (Coser 1977, pp. 223-4). The 
latter form is used in this thesis.  
57 The main arguments are based on the following categories:(1) ‘the rise of world models’; (2) 
‘the impact of global models on actors’; (3) ‘models are decoupled from each other, from in-
ternal structure, and from activity’; (4) ‘global models, independent of their adoption, impact 
internal structure and activity’; and (5) ‘expanded modern actorhood creates expanded profes-
sionalism and consultancy’ (Meyer 2009, pp. 48-51).  
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produced to aid in explaining regional DRM. These are displayed below and detailed 
in the following sub-sections.  
IT1. Regional DRM is standardized by a global set of norms  
IT2.  Regional and international organizations (re)produce a 
global model of DRM 
IT3. The DRM model is diffused by international organiza-
tions  
2.3.1.1. IT1. Standardization 
The end of the Second World War brought forth new efforts for international peace 
and stability through collective cooperation, the apparent sincerity of which was em-
bodied in a universal declaration on human rights. Within this context, professional 
and organizational structures have emerged to manage a new social order founded 
upon the global principles of rationality, progress, and liberal individualism (Meyer 
2010, p. 6). Some examples include the Olympic Games (Lechner and Boli 2005), 
education (Meyer and Ramirez [2000] 2009), the environment (Frank et al. 1999, 
Hironaka 2002), and the state (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009). As this cultural environ-
ment or world culture is ‘highly rationalized and universalistic’, the individual be-
comes a rational and responsible actor (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009, p. 181). These mod-
els award legitimacy to the state and, thus, act as an incentive structure for state ac-
tion (Finnemore 1993). If states ‘routinely organize and legitimate themselves in 
terms of [these and other] universalistic (world) models’ (Meyer et al. 1997, 148), it is 
assumed that just like citizenship, regional DRM is also a universal model that states 
enact in order to maintain, or gain, legitimacy on the world stage.58  
Regional DRM can thus be understood as a fashionable expansion of the state ap-
paratus.59 The creation and solidification of the idea of citizen protection as an indi-
vidual right would, in turn, produce organizational expansion to manage this new 
right, generate rationalized goals and goal-orientated action, and reconstitute the 
actor by providing purpose, meaning, identity and the appropriate patterns of action. 
                                                
58 Following a standard world society definition of institutionalization, a global disaster risk 
management model would be a ‘set of cultural rules’ on the preparedness, prevention, re-
sponse and recovery to natural disasters ‘that give[s] generalized meaning to social activity’ for 
states, regional and international organizations ‘and regulate[s] it in a patterned way… [it] 
involves processes that make such sets of rules seem natural and taken for granted while elim-
inating alternative interpretations and regulations’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 
85). 
59 This statement entails that state cooperation via regional organizations is also a particular 
global model that states enact (cf. Börzel 2012).  
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A typical consequence of this process of expansion is highly standardized procedures 
of action. Common standards will be applied in dissimilar environments. The first 
ideal type is consequently formulated as: Regional disaster risk management is 
standardized by a global set of norms. 
2.3.1.2. IT2. The (re)production of the global DRM model 
By conforming to the standardized cultural script state policies and procedures not 
only become isomorphic with the myths of the global cultural environment, but mod-
ern actors also ceremonially reproduce the global script by propagating particular 
normative models. These global models are produced and reproduced by profession-
alized ‘others’ who ‘instruct and advise individuals and organizations on how to be 
better actors in light of general principles’ (Meyer 2010, p. 7, cf. Meyer et al. 1997, p. 
158).60 These individuals, in turn, enact these values and can even adopt the role of 
the ‘other’ in teaching and supporting other organizations. The motivation for such 
action, the argument goes, is not driven by self-interested action but the sacrificial 
pursuit of selfless aims such as promoting human rights, the empowerment of wom-
en, liberal models of economic development, human security, and the responsibility 
to protect. The second ideal type is consequently formulated as: regional and inter-
national organizations (re)produce a global model of disaster risk management. 
2.3.1.3. IT3. The diffusion of the global model of DRM 
The diffusion of professions and organizations consequently emit from these general 
principles and global models on a worldwide scale through cultural and relational 
mechanisms of diffusion. Cultural diffusion denotes a tie between individuals through 
a common social category (Strand and Meyer [1993] 2009, p. 139) and relational dif-
fusion is defined by inter-subjective exchange through networks: as the quantity of 
networks increase so too do the number of rationalized myths (Meyer and Rowan 
                                                
60 ‘Disinterested Others’ or ‘otherhood’ is described as a process where an agent rises above 
the self to become an ‘Other’ (Otherhood) and is empowered by universal rights and scientific 
authority (Meyer 2010, p. 7). Agents that embody this universal script and become Others 
achieve the ultimate form of legitimacy by transcending self-interest and drawing on scientific 
authority. This is explained by Meyer as the ‘sacralization of the modern individual in terms of 
the highest and most universal principles reflects this [religious] characteristic…and it tends 
to empower this individual (and the organizations and states derived from the individual) as 
an agent for the universal principles themselves’ (2010, p. 7). 
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[1977] 2009, p. 95, cf. Boli and Thomas 1999).61 The diffusion of global models thus 
emphasizes the relational character of global models and that states are awarded with 
legitimacy and status by not only adopting but also promoting global models. The 
third ideal type is consequently formulated as: the disaster risk management model 
is diffused by international organizations. 
The three ideal types are understood to complement one another by providing in-
sight on a particular aspect of how global norms influence the interests of states. They 
are also understood to collectively provide a narrative of global DRM norms. That is, 
through the cultural and relational diffusion of a regional DRM model (Ideal Type 3) 
states will attempt to maintain or increase their relational status by not only adopting 
a standardized global model of regional DRM (Ideal Type 1), but will also reproduce 
the model via an inter-organizational dialogue (Ideal Type 2).  
2.3.2. Research techniques 
The methods used to collect and interpret the empirical data are chosen according to 
their usefulness in providing a rich body of information that can be assessed through 
counterfactual analysis. The first ideal type consequently uses a content analysis to 
reveal the standardized character of the global DRM model, and the second ideal type 
uses a discourse analysis to emphasize regional identity construction through inter-
relational processes. The third ideal type uses a mixture of quantitative analysis to 
illustrate the growth of international organizations involved with DRM; and a content 
and historical analysis to reveal the various diffusion practices employed by regional 
and international organizations. These research techniques are elaborated upon in 
the subsequent chapters. 
2.4. Summary 
The aim of this chapter is to provide the necessary conceptual tools to answer why 
states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM. This generally begins with the 
application of a single methodology. However, a significant methodological incon-
sistency arises when the selected theories – which are representative of the epistemo-
logical divide in regional studies – are applied to this single research question. Ac-
                                                
61 Rationalization is a central term used in world society theory that is defined as ‘the structur-
ing of everyday life within standardized impersonal rules that constitute social organization as 
a means to collective purpose’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 76). 
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cording to neopositivism the empirical puzzle only presents a ‘hard’ case for a theoret-
ical explanation that emphasizes agency and rational utility of the state. Accordingly, 
analyticism is selected as an alternative methodology that can encompass a structure-
based theory that focuses on how state interests are influenced by global norms. In 
order to overcome the potential incommensurable impasse created by applying two 
methodologies, an argument based on methodological pluralism is proposed through 
a methodological comparison: the compositional contrast of one methodology against 
another for heuristic purposes that allows for internal clarity and potential methodo-
logical development.  
Based on a number of scope conditions derived from the state of the art and acting 
through the logic of lex parsimoniae, a ‘rational’ research design is established that 
applies neoliberal institutional theory under the auspices of neopositivism. The se-
cond ‘cultural’ research design applies world society theory under the auspices of ana-
lyticism. As representative theories of either agency or structure, neoliberal institu-
tionalism stands out due to its clear functional arguments based on methodological 
individualism and world society stands out due to its structural bias within the con-
text of a majority of constructivist studies that applaud the mutual constitution of 
agency and structure.  
The ‘rational’ research design subsequently outlines four main hypotheses that will 
be tested via a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis. These hypotheses are 
drawn from the core functional arguments of neoliberal institutionalism that focus on 
the necessary material-based features for cooperation to occur. They include: (1) in-
terdependence; (2) expectations of future natural disasters based on previous eco-
nomic losses; (3) the asymmetries of economic losses from natural disasters; and (4) 
the power disparities among member states of a regional organization.   
The ‘cultural’ research design outlines three ideal types that will be applied to the 
empirical data with the aid of a number of qualitative and quantitative research tech-
niques, such as content, discourse, and historical analysis. These ideal types are 
drawn from the main structural arguments found in world society theory that focus 
on how the global normative environment affects the motivations of states. They in-
clude: (1) the standardization of global models across dissimilar environments; (2) 
the (re)production of these models through an inter-relational process; and (3) the 
diffusion of these models. The two research designs are operationalized in the follow-
ing two empirical chapters of this dissertation. 
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3. A Rational Explanation 
 
 
Natural disasters have become a heightened global security issue in the last decade. 
Not only have the number of major incidents increased over the last 30 years, but a 
majority of them have occurred in developing countries (Perry 2009, p. 61) that are 
highly vulnerable to disruptions to critical infrastructures. The adverse effects from 
global warming (Stern 2006, pp. 77-8, Field et al. 2012) combined with local, regional 
and global interdependencies means that when a natural disaster strikes it is more 
likely to produce escalating affects, such as the 2011 earthquake in Japan. General 
economic costs are also likely to increase. Global estimated damages caused by natu-
ral disasters rose from approximately 195 billion USD in the 1970s to 896.1 billion 
USD in the 2000s (EM-DAT 2011b, cf. Appendix 8.1).62 Responding to this globalized 
‘new normal’ (UNISDR 2010a) reflects a new security agenda that has spread across 
the globe, infiltrating at least 26 regional organizations and a majority of states (An-
nex 6.1). Examples include the 2001 community mechanism for civil protection in the 
EU, the 2001 SADC disaster management mechanism, the 2005 ASEAN disaster 
management and emergency response agreement and the 2011 LAS Arab Strategy for 
Disaster Risk Reduction.63  
                                                
62 These figures can be retrieved through an advanced search on the EM-DAT website under 
the following selection pattern: ‘all regions’; time period 1970-1979/2000-2009; ‘natural’ type 
of disasters; and estimated economic damages USD (EM-DAT 2012). Note that the 1970 result 
of 53.8 billion was adjusted to current prices in 2005 (Lawrence and Williamson 2011). For a 
more comprehensive overview of the regional costs from natural disasters see Annex 6.2).  
63 Examples of other regional DRM cooperation include: the 1988 Central American Integra-
tion System’s (SICA) centre for the prevention of natural disaster in central America; NATO’s 
1998 Euro Atlantic Disaster Risk Coordination Centre; the 1999 Association of Caribbean 
States (ACS) agreement for Regional Cooperation on Natural Disasters; the 2002 Inter-
Governmental Authority for Development (IGAD) regional programme for DRM; the 2004 
Andean Community’s strategy for Disaster Prevention and Relief; the 2005 African Union 
Programme of action for Disaster Risk Reduction; the 2005 South Asian Association for Re-
gional Cooperation (SAARC) Disaster Management Framework; the 2005 Gulf Cooperation 
Council’s regional disaster management centre of Excellence; and the 2006 Economic Com-
munity of West African States (ECOWAS) policy for disaster risk reduction (Annex 6.1). The 
decision not to include these and other regional organizations is based on the assumption that 
a representative selection of 10 regional organizations described in this chapter – which corre-
sponds to approximately 84 per cent of all states – is sufficient for generating generalizations 
through a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA). For more on case selection see 
p. 48.  
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Despite the ever-existing threat of major natural disasters, cooperation on DRM at 
the regional level is a fairly recent phenomenon. The earliest known regional agree-
ments emerged in Southeast Asia and the Pacific in the early 1970s. The European 
Economic Community (EEC), the Council of Europe (CoE), the Organization for Afri-
can Union (OAU), and LAS soon followed suit in the following two decades. These 
agreements were chiefly declarations that acknowledged the need to cooperate in or-
der to reduce the risks involved with future natural disasters. They placed little obli-
gation on their member states and contained little precision in terms of how coopera-
tion ought to be carried out. This nascent level of cooperation characterized most re-
gional organizations that had officially acknowledged the importance of DRM cooper-
ation up to the late 1990s. This general pattern of regional DRM cooperation changed 
significantly near the end of the 20th century. In the period 1997-2008 at least 17 re-
gional organizations created specific strategies or framework agreements, 10 of which 
were produced within a five-year period: 2001-2006 (Annex 6.1). Many of these 
agreements include precise statements of how cooperation ought to develop as well as 
the provision for operational capacities, such as the establishment of disaster moni-
toring and research institutes. 
The general increase in economic damages caused by the rising number of natural 
disasters is often referred to by states as the main reason to cooperate on regional 
DRM (cf. ASEAN 2005a, OAS 2005c, PIF 2005, Art. 1, European Council 2007b (3), 
AU 2010b). Prima facie, this seems like a legitimate motivation and a rational re-
sponse by the state to reduce financial risk. However, a number of observations ques-
tion this assumed rationality. First, while the general costs may have increased, the 
relative costs adjusted for inflation have only moderately increased by 1 to 4 per cent 
over a 40-year period, and have even decreased in some regional organizations (An-
nex 6.2.1).64 If states are motivated via a cost-benefit calculation then why did region-
al organizations not cooperate earlier on DRM? Second, convention would anticipate 
that states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM via local demand: DRM ac-
tion would be motivated via domestic and transboundary risk assessments on par-
ticular vulnerabilities. If this is true, why would a majority of states choose to cooper-
ate, or advance existing cooperation, only within the last decade when the previous 
functional demand was high or, in some cases, even higher? Third, the content of the 
regional agreements outlining the goals and purpose of DRM contain striking similar-
                                                
64 One exception to this general pattern is CARICOM that has incurred a general increase of 
26.82 per cent of estimated economic damages from natural disasters. It would thus be ex-
pected that CARICOM would form regional DRM cooperation to counter this appreciating 
tendency.  
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ities that are not easily explained considering the highly diverse set of political, cul-
tural and institutional systems that constitute regional organizations across the world 
(cf. Tavares 2010, p. 15, Annex 6.8).65 
The aim of this chapter is to answer the research question: what motivated states 
to cooperate on regional disaster risk management in the period 1975-2011? This 
‘rational’ research design tracks the global evolution of regional DRM over a 36-year 
period with a particular emphasis on four explanatory conditions that are grounded 
on a key proposition from neoliberal institutionalism: that regional organizations will 
only cooperate on DRM when the benefits of cooperation outweigh the costs of non-
cooperation. Designed to reflect the core material and functional basis of state coop-
eration, these systemic conditions are: interdependence; the expectations of future 
disasters; regional asymmetric risk; and the extent to which power is located in a mi-
nority of member states.66 It is assumed that by tracing the level of regional DRM 
cooperation over time, and by comparing this to these underlying causal features, 
clear thresholds can be found that mark the point where regional cooperation is con-
sidered necessary. This ought to explain the odd timing and type of regional DRM 
cooperation. The explanatory conditions are applied to 10 regional organizations that 
represent approximately 84 per cent of the total number of states. These are: the EU, 
ASEAN, the SADC, the PIF, Mercosur, the Caribbean Community, the Arab League, 
the AU, the OAS, and the ECO.67  
I propose three main arguments in this chapter. First, despite conventional expec-
tations that all explanatory conditions should be present, I argue that it is only a com-
bination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk that provides a sufficient explana-
tion for the outcome. Notwithstanding this parsimonious finding, the specificity of 
the solution is questionable: the combination of the explanatory conditions can ex-
plain much but with only a moderate level of accuracy. Second, I argue that power 
disparities in regional organizations are neither a necessary condition nor a part of a 
configurational explanation for the outcome. However, if its scope conditions are ad-
                                                
65 Also see the discussion on the standardization of regional DRM agreements in chapter 4, p. 
137. 
66 As noted more extensively in the previous chapter, neoliberal institutionalism is selected 
because it cannot easily explain the empirical phenomenon. Neoliberal institutionalism is 
consequently applied to (1) explain what motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM coop-
eration by (2) testing neoliberal institutionalism through a re-assessment of its scope condi-
tions. 
67 The percentage of 84 per cent was derived by dividing 164 states by an assumed total of 196 
countries. Care was taken not to re-count those countries that appear in more than one re-
gional organization and the number 196 was taken from the following reference (Rosenberg 
2011).  
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justed to include a small number of states – a so-called ‘risk coalition’ – it can provide 
a complementary explanation in conjunction with the abovementioned causal config-
uration. Third, despite expectations that the relative economic costs from natural 
disasters as a percentage of GDP ought to have increased, it is revealed that the costs 
for a majority of the regional organizations decrease over the period of investigation, 
from 1970 to 2009.68 This is perhaps the most surprising result. If states are motivat-
ed by a cost-benefit calculation, all other things being equal, cooperation ought to 
have emerged in the 1970s when the relative costs were much higher. Two alternative 
solutions are subsequently offered. First, the assumption of perfect information can 
be relaxed, which generally weakens the explanatory power of neoliberal institution-
alism. Second, the results from the following chapter can provide useful theoretical 
heuristics to better explain this anomaly.  
This chapter contributes to the general lack of medium-n sized comparative re-
gional studies on a highly under-researched field of security, which is understood as a 
vital issue area that is connected to the heart of state sovereignty.69 The following ra-
tional explanation is divided into two main sections. The first constructs the concep-
tual ‘edifice’ that includes a description of the main research technique, the depend-
ent and independent variables, as well as an explanation of the case selection.70 With-
in this section the outcome condition (dependent variable) is measured by analysing 
regional DRM agreements and official texts according to a codified value system that 
organizes regional cooperation between nascent and advanced levels according to the 
perceived costs of cooperation to the member states within a regional organization. 
This includes a survey of the 10 regional organizations. The explanatory conditions 
(independent variables) are then measured and analysed according to a variety of 
empirical indicators that inter alia consist of the EM-DAT, World Bank and UNU 
CRIS RISK databases. The second section tests the conceptual ‘edifice’ on the empir-
ics. This includes an operationalization of fsQCA and a description of the results and 
their implications.  
                                                
68 One exception to this general pattern is CARICOM that has incurred an increase in general 
and relative costs from natural disasters. It would thus be expected that CARICOM would 
form regional DRM cooperation to counter this appreciating tendency.  
69 cf. ‘State of the art’ in Chapter 1, p. 16. 
70 This phraseology is borrowed from Jackson (2011). 
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3.1. Constructing the edifice 
The following subsection constructs the edifice.71 This includes a description of the 
method, the outcome (dependent) and the explanatory (independent) conditions and 
the theoretically derived hypotheses. Once this edifice is constructed, the second sec-
tion of this study tests these assertions for the purpose of explaining what motivates 
states to cooperate on regional DRM.  
3.1.1. Fuzzy sets and qualitative comparative methods   
Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) techniques are used as the principal method 
and its associated set theory is the main epistemology for explaining why states coop-
erate on regional DRM. The choice for using this specific approach is grounded on the 
following points. First, QCA fits neatly into the neo-positivistic methodology used for 
explaining the research question, as it seeks out theoretically-derived hypotheses that 
can be tested via Poppers principle of falsification. False hypotheses can then be elim-
inated in order to narrow down the field of analysis towards provisional truth state-
ments. Second, an emphasis on the combination of sufficient and necessary ‘condi-
tions’ (independent variables) based on ‘multiple conjectural causation’ allows for 
different combinations of variables, leading towards the same outcome (Rihoux and 
Ragin 2009, p. 8). This opens up the possibility that other combinations of causal 
conditions can lead to the same or different outcome and thus goes beyond typical 
quantitative studies, such as regression analysis and the assumption of additivity, that 
‘ignore specific, distinct patterns and “outliers”’ (Ibid, p. 9). This means that equifi-
nality – the situation where more than one combination of variables produces an out-
come – can be brought to light. Third, the technique of applying a specific value to 
empirical data based on the degree to which it fits into a given set demands a high 
amount of transparency and a continual dialogue between theory and cases. This 
forces the researcher to make clear choices. Combined with the formal methods based 
on Boolean algebra and set theory, QCA methods can easily be replicated, which in-
creases its validity (Rihoux and Ragin 2009, p. 14). Alternating from method to theo-
ry also bridges the gap between qualitative and quantitative methods by forcing the 
researcher to clearly relate empirics to a quantitative value system and vice versa. 
                                                
71 The term ’edifice’ is borrowed from Jackson (2011) who uses the term to explain the system 
of beliefs or assumptions that constitute a theory that is then tested against empirical observa-
tion. 
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This not only provides a valuable tool that can utilise techniques from both methods, 
but also underlines a misconception of their incompatibility as methods.  
As the name implies, qualitative comparative analysis is a case-orientated method 
that respects the diversity and complexity of each case while maintaining a holistic 
approach with the aim of comparison and formulating generalizations. Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis also moves beyond simple co-variations by employing the con-
cept of set-variation. A set is defined as a ‘collection of items of individuals…that can 
be distinguished from one another as individuals and that share some property’ (Klir 
et al. 1997, p. 48). In crisp-set QCA, cases are thus arranged according to whether 
they are in or out of a theoretically determined set where 1 is equivalent to member-
ship of a set and 0 is equivalent to non-membership. For example, a regional organi-
zation may be in or out of the set of asymmetric risk. Arranging empirics according to 
this system provides a useful tool for uncovering necessary and sufficient combina-
tions of explanatory conditions, which provides for parsimonious formulations of 
causal properties.72 
This study applies a fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA) technique, which provides for a more 
nuanced depiction of collating and interpreting data. Fuzzy-set QCA extends the clas-
sical QCA analysis based on crisp sets – simple dichotomizing conditions between 0 
and 1 – by allowing for variation in the distance between the two figures. This means 
that conditions are not forced into a particular category, but can be fully, mostly, or 
more or less in or out of a set (Ragin 2009).73 In other words, fsQCA can allow for 
differences in the level of regional DRM cooperation and its corresponding explanato-
ry conditions. For example, a regional organization can be totally out, partially in, 
more in than out or a full member of the set of asymmetrical risk. Instead of being 
either in or out of a set, partial membership is allowed that is represented by an inter-
val scale between 0 (completely out of the set) to 1 (completely in the set) with 0.5 as 
the crossover point. In order to establish the extent to which a case has a high or low 
membership in a set is based on substantive and theoretical reasoning rather than a 
simple ordinal scale. The hypotheses developed in the previous section provide the 
main guidelines for establishing sets from which an individual condition can be 
measured in terms of how well it fits into the set. Establishing the qualitative anchors 
                                                
72 Note that for the rest of this chapter fsQCA terminology will be used. For those readers that 
are not used to correlational analysis the main differences, as expressed above in brackets, are 
‘outcome condition’ for the dependent variable and ‘condition’ for the independent variable.   
73 More specifically, there are three ‘qualitative breakpoints’ that constitute a fuzzy set. The 
threshold for full membership is 0.95, the crossover point is 0.5 and full nonmembership is 
0.05 (Ragin 2008b, p. 17). 
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that define the outcome of this study is now addressed, which is followed by the four 
explanatory conditions.  
3.1.2. Regional DRM: an ‘inside-out’ perspective 
The main unit of analysis and general phenomenon examined in this study is regional 
DRM cooperation. As noted in the introduction, regional DRM cooperation is the 
process by which a group of states agree to cooperate on reducing the vulnerability of 
their regional community from natural hazards.74 Two further qualifications are add-
ed to this general definition. First, cooperation that focuses on single natural crises, 
such as droughts or food security, are not prioritized. Instead, cooperation with an 
‘all-hazard’ approach that includes more than one natural disaster constitutes the 
main unit of analysis. Second, based on the methodological and theoretical tenets of 
this chapter, regional DRM is investigated as a local phenomenon. That is, coopera-
tion on DRM in each regional organization is considered unique and specific to its 
local conditions. The explanation for state cooperation is consequently based on an 
‘inside-out’ or demand-driven perspective (cf. Hettne 2002, Börzel 2012a). 
3.1.2.1. Case selection  
Following John Stuart Mill’s method of difference, this study has selected cases that 
are highly different from each other in terms of inter alia political systems, threat 
perceptions, and social histories. However, they all have regional DRM cooperation as 
a common feature.75 In line with QCA guidelines for case selection (cf. Rihoux and 
Ragin 2009, pp. 19-32), cases are selected on the dependent and the independent 
variable.76 In regard to the outcome condition, cases have been purposefully chosen 
that provide variation from no to high levels of cooperation for the purpose of avoid-
                                                
74 See Chapter 1, p. 6, for a more extensive definition of regional DRM.  
75 A case is defined as ‘phenomenon for which we report and interpret only a single measure 
on any pertinent variable’ (Eckstein 1992, p. 124). Other constants represented in the selection 
of the dependent variable include the minimum age of the regional organizations and its mul-
ti-dimensional attributes (that is, more than just a security community). These are included 
for the purposes of eliminating competing explanations. 
76 Selecting on the dependent and independent variables emphasizes a valuable contribution 
to a theory if the selected cases are purposefully chosen so that they are not easily explained by 
a given theory (Shively 2006, p. 346). This is similar to the common standard set by neoposi-
tive methodologies: that one ought not to select on the dependent variable (cf. King, Keohane 
and Verba 1994). It thus makes a nuanced conceptual and semantic alteration by consciously, 
and not randomly, selecting instances of a dependent variable that are not biased and that will 
aid in general knowledge production according to neopositivism.  
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ing selection bias. This approach reduces the possibility of ignoring cases that contra-
dict the applied theory (George and Bennett 2005, p. 24). In the same manner, cases 
chosen on the independent variables vary in the degree of interdependence, expecta-
tions, asymmetric risk, and power. These cases also reflect a unique mix that can be 
contrasted against one another through a fuzzy-set calculus to provide an accurate 
test of the variables under all possible conditions. Based on these prescriptions, 
ASEAN, EU, CARICOM, LAS, PIF, SADC, Mercosur, AU, the OAS, and ECO are se-
lected.  
The scope conditions for selecting these regional organizations over others are 
based on the following criteria: (1) regional organizations ought to provide variation 
on the dependent variable that range from no cooperation to advanced cooperation; 
(2) they ought to represent a diverse geographical range; (3) all selected regional or-
ganizations should have existed for at least two decades, which allows for a detailed 
time-series analysis;77 (4) all regional organizations should be multi-dimensional;78 
and (5) the number of cases should not be less than ten for a medium-n study that 
can produce reliable generalizations through fsQCA.79  
The following description provides an introduction to the ten case studies with a 
focus on the outcome condition. The explanatory conditions are then addressed in 
relation to the case studies. 
3.1.2.2. Measuring regional DRM  
Regional cooperation on DRM is measured by assessing the institutional design fea-
tures based on formal regional agreements, declarations, and framework strategies. 
An institution is defined as a ‘complex of rules and procedures that governs a given 
set of human interaction’ (Stone Sweet, Fligstein and Sandholtz 2001, p. 6, cf. Sim-
mons and Martin 2002, p. 194). Rules are ‘specific prescriptions or proscriptions’ 
(Keohane 1974, p. 57) that ‘forbid, require, or permit some action or outcome’ 
                                                
77 If this were not the case, explaining the rise of regional DRM cooperation would be entan-
gled with the emergence of regional organizations 
78 This criterion is based on the definition of regional DRM and is important for providing a 
fair comparison of all regional organizations.  
79 This number is based on the general output of fsQCA studies that usually have between 10-
50 cases (Kent 2008). It would seem that a balance must be struck between more cases to 
increase reliability while maintaining an appropriate depth of information of each case in or-
der to validate appropriate threshold indicators (Ibid). The number of cases also conform with 
the dictates of qualitative comparative analysis, which include more cases than independent 
variables – providing a positive degree of freedom (George and Bennett 2005, p. 28-30) – and 
enough cases for a robust comparative analysis.  
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(Ostrom 1990, p. 139).80 The substantive content of these rules rather than the type of 
rules is the main focus of this study in determining the variation of DRM coopera-
tion.81 Emphasizing the content to rules helps to locate appropriate levels of coopera-
tion based on in-depth case knowledge of regional DRM (cf. Ragin 2008a, Rihoux 
and Ragin 2009). 
Figure 3.1 Qualitative anchors for determining the calibration of membership in 
the set of regional cooperation on DRM 
Level of DRM  
cooperation 
Nascent   Advanced 
Qualitative  
anchors 
1 2      3 4 5 
 Awareness Information Operational 
capacity 
Standardization Asset-
pooling 
Fuzzy values 0.0-0.2 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.6 0.6-0.8 0.8-1.0 
 
 
Relying on neoliberal institutional explanations for institutional cooperation as 
well as substantive knowledge of the issue area, five categories of cooperation are 
constructed that depict a range from nascent to advanced forms of regional DRM co-
operation (Figure 3.1). It is assumed that an increase in the level of cooperation will 
incur greater costs to the state. These costs are principally financial, but may also be 
connected to the political costs of relieving a part of state sovereignty in a particular 
issue area. Based on this formula the following stages of cooperation (qualitative an-
chors) are briefly explained and expanded upon in the following pages. The first two 
levels (1-2) are based on the amount of information member states are willing to 
share (DeSombre 2009, p. 152). The next level (3) is defined through the proposed 
operational output stated in the agreement, which is understood to involve higher 
costs than sharing information. Finally, the last two indicators (4-5) reflect a push 
towards supranational capacity, where member states are required to standardize 
                                                
80 References to norms are purposively excluded from this definition for the following two 
reasons. First, norms focus on the intersubjective which lies at the fringes, or outside, of the 
ontological grounds of neopositivism (Duffield 2007, p. 8). Second, focusing only on rules 
helpfully skirts around an unnecessary discussion on how norms relate to institutions, which 
– regarded as ‘standards of behaviour’ – are essentially synonymous with rules (Keohane 
1984, p. 57).  
81 An alternative option that could be used to assess the variation of cooperation is through the 
level of institutionalization. Borrowing from the works of Abott et al. (2000), Koremenos, 
Lipson and Snidal (2001), Haftel and Thompson (2006), Lipson (1991) and Stone Sweet, 
Fligstein and Sandholtz (2001), it is possible to set up a variety of indicators that roughly 
translate into the degree of formality, obligation and precision. These concepts are not directly 
used in this study as the design features of DRM are prioritized to draw more heavily on sub-
stantive knowledge of the cases, providing for a more unique and exact representation of the 
phenomenon under investigation.  
Threshold 
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procedures and practices. This can also include the establishment of operational as-
sets at the regional level that can be used in the event of a major disaster. The qualita-
tive anchors are depicted in Figure 3.1.  
As most organizations have produced a series of official documents in DRM the 
above-mentioned indicators of cooperation are assessed across time, beginning with 
the first official statement of cooperation in the 1970s and ending with the current 
status of a regional organization’s DRM activities in the year 2011. By using these in-
dicators as a guide for determining the level of cooperation, a scale can be established 
that plots the selected regional organizations between the two ideal types of coopera-
tion (Figure 1). This scale can then be used to establish the degree of membership in 
each case of regional DRM cooperation. The resulting values can then be compared to 
the explanatory conditions in order to test the hypotheses outlined in this chapter.82 
The following describes how these levels are distinguished and how different values 
can be given for each level.83 The label ‘nascent’ is representative of any regional or-
ganization that is more out than in the set of regional DRM (<0.5). The label ‘ad-
vanced’ is representative of any regional organization that is more in than out of the 
set of regional DRM (>0.5).  
3.1.2.3. Justifying the qualitative anchors  
Beginning with the most important classification, regional commitment to opera-
tional capacity determines whether a regional organization crosses the threshold 
between being in, or out of, the set of regional DRM. In other words, when a re-
gional organization collectively decides to facilitate, manage, or directly respond to 
future crises with a specified set of capacities, its membership crosses the thresh-
old in the set of DRM cooperation. Regional organizations that hold a fuzzy value 
of more than 0.5 are considered to have established regional DRM as it is more 
advanced than nascent. The justification for using operational capacity as the main 
determinant for the threshold indicator is built on the following propositions. 
First, agreeing to cooperate on an operational basis means a significant deepening 
and widening of regional integration, an increase in collective responsibility, and 
                                                
82 See chapter 2, p. 32, on the construction, and reason for the selection, of the four hypothe-
ses. Also see p. 85 of this chapter that additionally formulates an inclusive INUS hypothesis 
based on an fsQCA epistemology.  
83 It should be noted that while it is tacitly assumed that a regional organization ought to have 
a full value at the first level before going on to the next, this might not always be the case. 
There may be, for example, limited issue coverage at level 3, no operational mechanisms at 
level 4, and a commitment to standardize national programmes on DRM at level 5. 
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overall commitment to engage in cooperation. Operational activity, for example, 
can increase the possibility of unintended policy spillover effects: introducing 
more sophisticated coordination mechanisms in the area of flood response neces-
sitates flood preparedness mechanisms in each country that can lead to structural 
changes in city planning and the harmonization of flood monitoring standards.84 
Furthermore, response will often entail the establishment of a coordination office 
that can facilitate requests for assistance, such as the EU’s Monitoring and Infor-
mation Centre (MIC) or the ASEAN coordinating centre for Humanitarian Assis-
tance (AHA Centre). The establishment of such mechanisms ought to increase its 
visibility, and in turn, heighten member state commitment and responsibility to 
protect.  
Second, the costs will also significantly increase with the response phase. This 
can include increased administrative, technical, and educational costs, as well as 
the cost of increased member state commitment as mentioned above. For example, 
the indicative 2012 budget set for tenders on civil protection modules and support 
teams in the EU amounts to 2.2 million Euros (European Commission 2012a). 
This creeps towards regional asset ownership and certainly requires an increase in 
financial and human capital. Third, agreeing to operational activity presupposes 
cooperation on preparedness, and this will often not exist without cooperation on 
prevention.85 As the response phase of the generally accepted components of 
DRM– prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery (Atlay and Green 2006, 
p. 480) – also include these other features, it is consequently at a more advanced 
stage.  
Locating operational capacity in regional DRM agreements is premised on the 
following indicators.  In order to receive a value of 0.2 – the maximum value for a 
qualitative anchor – the strategy must not only make a reference to all four dimen-
sions of DRM (prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery) but must also 
state specific provisions for the accomplishment of the task. This can include, for 
example: the establishment of simulation or desk-top exercises; a centre for re-
search; or a hub for the management of transboundary crises that can include in-
ter- and intra-regional requests for assistance. When there are only one or two 
low-cost provisions, a value of 0.15 is given and when there are no provisions but 
reference to the four dimensions of DRM a value of 0.10 is given. Note that when 
                                                
84 See for example recent proposals from the European Commission and Council in this area 
(cf. European Council 2007c, 2011a, FloodWise 2011).  
85 This logic is based on the generally accepted disaster management cycle that begins with 
prevention (Atlay and Green 2006).  
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the generally accepted components of DRM are not explicitly stated, yet operation-
al mechanisms were clearly presented, a value of 0.2 is awarded.  
The two qualitative anchors that determine the extent to which a regional or-
ganization is more out than in the set of regional DRM – and thus classified as 
more nascent than advanced – is the level of awareness and information.86 To be 
sure, a value below 0.5 does not mean that cooperation is not taking place, as this 
would be indicated by a value of 0.0; it rather means that the level of cooperation 
requires relatively little costs to each member state of a regional organization. 
Thus, a value of 0.2 will be given to any regional organization that formally 
acknowledges the need to cooperate on DRM. A formal agreement is an official 
statement, agreement, or declaration that is signed at the executive level (heads of 
state). If an agreement is formulated below the executive level, a value of 0.1 is 
awarded. When these acknowledgments are complemented by specific instances of 
cooperating on the exchange of information a further value of 0.2 can be added. 
Examples of information sharing include the formation of a network of national 
emergency management practitioners (cf. European Council 1994), encouraging 
education initiatives from primary education to fostering expert exchanges across 
countries, regular DRM conferences, as well as commissioned studies, surveys, 
and risk mapping. If, on the other hand, only one or two initiatives are planned a 
value of 0.1 or 0.05 is awarded.  
The two qualitative anchors that determine the extent to which a regional or-
ganization is more in than out of the set of regional DRM – and thus classified as 
more advanced than nascent – is the level of standardization and asset pooling.87 
The principal reason for standardizing DRM-related activity is to increase the ef-
fectiveness and efficiency of prevention, preparedness, response and recovery. 
However, standardizing information exchanges, national emergency management 
agencies, or catering for the inter-operability of collective operational projects, 
heaps more commitment and costs on each member state.88 The value of harmoni-
zation is divided into two components according to the perceived level of costs to 
the member state. First, a value of 0.1 is awarded to regional organizations that 
address the need to harmonize information, such as creating common trans-
boundary risk maps for flooding or workshops on harmonizing national emergency 
                                                
86 This statement only holds true if the threshold indicator and other more advanced indica-
tors are missing.  
87 This statement only holds true if cooperation is already passed the threshold.  
88 For a more nuanced study on the difficulties associated with standardizing and regional 
DRM see (Rhinard, Hollis and Boin 2012).  
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response institutions (cf. ASEAN 2005, CARICOM 2007). The agreements ought 
to be specific on standardizing practices across countries. A full value of 0.2 is 
awarded to regional organizations that engage in interoperability at the operation-
al level, which requires a higher degree of coordination and cooperation between 
countries (cf. European Council 2007b).  
The main reason for pooling assets is to provide a faster response time and 
overcome potential collective action problems. However, the costs are also particu-
larly high as this transfers the national responsibility to protect towards a collec-
tive responsibility. These costs are again divided into two separate indicators. The 
lesser of the two is based on the idea of pooling resources that can be made availa-
ble in the event of a disaster. An example is the pre-registering of national capaci-
ties that can be used in the event of a transboundary disaster (cf. European Com-
mission 1994; European Council 2007b). If this is explicitly agreed to, a value of 
0.10 can be awarded. If member states agree to regional stockpiles of vaccinations, 
fire fighting equipment, or stand-by forces a further value of 0.1 can be given. 
Table 3.1 Fuzzy-set values for the outcome condition 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
(+2)89 
EU 0.00 0.40 0.65 0.90 
ASEAN 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.90 
PIF 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.65 
CARICOM 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.90 
Mercosur 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 
SADC 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.70 
LAS 0.00 0.45 0.45 0.80 
AU 0.00 0.30 0.30 0.65 
OAS  0.00 0.00 0.55 0.75 
ECO 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 
Source: cf. Annex 6.3 
The outcome of these values is displayed in Table 3.1. The primary documents 
used to calculate the fuzzy values for the outcome condition come from official 
regional agreements on DRM. Each document is displayed in Annex 6.3, which 
depicts the individual fuzzy values for each qualitative anchor as well as the total 
values. References are also provided for each document to promote code reliability 
                                                
89 The plus sign (+2) represents the years 2010 and 2011. Including these extra years has an 
effect on the outcome value on LAS which developed from a fuzzy value of 0.4 to 0.80 from 
1987 to 2011 (cf. Annex 6.3).  
A rational explanation 
 
 
55 
and the possibility for replication of the results.90 The final figure that determines 
the level of DRM cooperation is based on a logical OR statement where the highest 
value for each category is cumulatively calculated over the 40-year period.91 To 
provide a general overview, the fuzzy values are summarized into four separate 
decades beginning in the 1970s and ending in 2011. Values that are below the 
threshold of 0.50 represent regional organizations that are more out than in the 
set of regional DRM and values above 0.50 represent regional organization that 
are more in than out of the set.  
A preliminary review of the table clearly shows a definite rise in the number of 
regional organizations that are in the set of regional DRM: from no regional organ-
izations in the 1980s, three in the 1990s, and nine in the 2000s. A more in-depth 
survey and description of how these fuzzy values were calculated are turned to in 
the following section. 
3.1.2.4. A survey of regional DRM  
Two distinct periods can be identified in the short history of regional DRM coopera-
tion. The first occurred from the mid 1970s to the mid 1990s when regional organiza-
tions such as the EU, ASEAN, LAS, OAU and the PIF presented declarations of intent 
or an acknowledgment on the importance of regional cooperation on natural disas-
ters. These declarations were rarely followed by any precise agreements or any sub-
stantial cooperation that exceeded information sharing.92 In stark contrast to the first 
period, from the late 1990s to the present, a significant growth in regional DRM co-
operation occurred across the globe. The EU created legal competencies in the area of 
civil protection in 1997, NATO created a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Coordination Centre 
in 1998, and the SADC and ASEAN began working in earnest on frameworks for DRM 
cooperation which were officially established between 2001 and 2005 respectively. 
During this short period, from 1997 to 2008, at least 16 regional organizations began 
or updated cooperation in DRM. These include inter alia the Commonwealth of In-
                                                
90 In order to further increase the reliability of these results and limit any miscalculation, all 
documents for each regional organization was assessed for each year. However, due to the 
immense number of documents on civil protection in the EU, these were limited to all Com-
mission and Council Decisions and Resolutions (legal texts). Documents indicating the most 
advanced level of cooperation are used for each year. 
91 This is based on the assumption that cooperation will not disintegrate over time. Once insti-
tutionalized, policy issues have a tendency to be ‘locked-in’ (Moravcsik 1997) or ‘path-
dependent’ (Mahoney 2001).  
92 An exception to this was CARICOM, which established an agency to facilitate and manage 
major natural disasters in the Caribbean region in 1991. 
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dependent States (CIS), the OAS, the Intergovernmental Authority on Development 
(IGAD), the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) the Disaster Preparedness and Preven-
tion Initiative for South Eastern Europe (DPPI-SEE), the Andean Community (CAN), 
the AU, and the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC). By 2012 
most regional organizations have (at least on paper) well-stipulated and concise 
agreements on collective cooperation in the prevention, preparedness, response, and 
recovery from natural disasters. The following provides a description of a representa-
tive sample of these regional organizations with a view of determining the level of 
cooperation according to the five qualitative anchors described in the previous sec-
tion.  
ASSOCIATION OF SOUTH EAST ASIAN NATIONS (ASEAN) 
In 1967 the spectre of Communism was hovering in North Asia, the economic power 
of China was growing, and the prospect of Indonesia as a rising hegemon in Southeast 
Asia seemed real. Against this backdrop Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singa-
pore, and Thailand agreed to cooperate together to stimulate their economies and 
provide security against perceived threats from both inside and outside the nascent 
community. This agreement was solidified in the Bangkok Declaration establishing 
ASEAN. Brunei Darussalam, Vietnam, Lao People’s Democratic Republic (PDR), My-
anmar, and Cambodia would eventually join this association in the period 1984 to 
1999.  
The Bangkok Declaration (ASEAN 1967), and a series of other declarations and 
treaties that followed, placed a strong emphasis on the ‘[m]utual respect for the inde-
pendence, sovereignty, equality, territorial integrity, and national identity of all na-
tions’ and the ‘right of every State to lead its national existence free from external 
interference, subversion or coercion’ (ASEAN 1976b (1)). These founding principles 
reflect the so-called ASEAN way (cf. Haacke 2003) that not only underlines the im-
portance of non-interference but also encourages informal dialogue. This may be one 
reason why the ‘formal’ structure of ASEAN remains limited. According to a UN re-
gional survey conducted in 2008, ASEAN has a permanent staff of approximately 600 
with 30 dedicated to security and defence issues (UNU-CRIS 2008, pp. 27-34) and 
reflects an eclectic set of political systems ranging from partial democracies, military 
dictatorships as well as an Islamic monarchy.  
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The natural catastrophe risk index in 2010 rates Southeast Asia as one of the most 
at-risk regions in the world (Peduzzi, Herold and Mouton 2009, supplement).93 Given 
the geographical and meteorological instability of the region, it is not surprising that 
attention to natural disasters was first mentioned in the Declaration of ASEAN Con-
cord: ‘Natural disasters and other major calamities can retard the pace of develop-
ment of member states. They shall extend, within their capabilities, assistance for 
relief of member states in distress’ (ASEAN 1976b, §4). Only four months after the 
signing of the Concord, the ASEAN Declaration on Mutual Assistance on Natural Dis-
asters was signed. This emphasized the need to increase communication, training, 
relief assistance, disseminate assets, and designate national government agencies 
(ASEAN 1976a, §I-III), although it was conditional upon the ‘respective capabilities’ 
of member countries (Ibid, preamble) that were particularly limited.94  
Gradual developments, nonetheless, emerged. A committee entitled the ‘Experts 
for the Establishment of ASEAN Combined Operation against Natural Disasters [Sic]’ 
(ASEAN 2004; 2011a) was established in 1971 through the ASEAN Committee on So-
cial Development.95 This committee then evolved into the ASEAN Experts’ Group on 
Disaster Management (AEGDM) in 1993. A proposal for a regional programme on 
disaster management was then raised and mooted in the AEGDM in 1996. Despite 
this set back, a working group was formed with close assistance from the Asian Disas-
ter Preparedness Centre (ADPC), the European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office 
(ECHO), national emergency agencies, and the Mekong River Commission.96 The 
outcome of this group was a draft framework that developed into the ASEAN Region-
al Programme on Disaster Management (ARPDM), endorsed by the ASEAN standing 
committee in 2003.97 This 79 page programme outlines five principal objectives (out 
of 29) to be carried out in the period 2004-1010: the establishment of a regional dis-
aster management framework; capacity building; sharing information and resources; 
promoting collaboration and strengthening partnerships; and public education, 
                                                
93 The most at-risk region is Southern Asia that includes Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, India, Sri 
Lanka and Bangladesh. All of these countries except Iran are members of the SAARC. With 
Indonesia, Myanmar and the Philippians in the top 15 most vulnerable countries, ASEAN 
comes in as the second most at-risk region (Maplecroft 2010).  
94 The agreement notes that these initiatives were established on the knowledge that its mem-
ber countries had limited capacities to meet transboundary disasters in the region.  
95 The group met biennially until it was upgraded to the ASEAN Committee on Disaster Man-
agement (ACDM) which meets on an annual basis (ASEAN 2004, 2011a). 
96 The ADPC is a non-governmental and not-for-profit organization established in 1986.  
97 For a more detailed description of this process and the involvement of the UNHCR see 
ASEAN (2004, 5-9). Also note that the ARPDM was agreed in 2003 but not published until 
2004, which explains the discrepancy with the in-text reference.  
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awareness and advocacy (ASEAN 2004, p. 10).98 The first objective was fulfilled in 
2005 when a legally binding ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and Emer-
gency Response (AADMER) was signed and later ratified in 2009. The document re-
quires member states to establish a ‘conference of the parties’, an ASEAN disaster 
management and emergency fund, an ASEAN coordinating centre for humanitarian 
assistance (AHA Centre) to coordinate and facilitate cooperation and response to dis-
asters, and national focal points to implement the agreement in each member state 
and provide a contact point for the AHA centre (ASEAN 2005a, Art. 20-4).99 The 
agreement also provides for the participation of an annual simulation exercise, in-
creased joint scientific research, and the provision of training, education, and public 
awareness. Additionally, so-called standby arrangements have also been agreed upon, 
albeit on a voluntary basis, whereby national assets and capabilities are registered on 
a common database that is accessible to national disaster management authorities. 
The agreement also aims to establish an ASEAN emergency rapid assessment team 
for response to disasters. The AHA centre, the secretariat and the conference of the 
parties and the national focal points are given the mandate to see that all of these 
aims are implemented, which includes periodic reviews.100 Three years after 
AADMER was agreed, a detailed document on Standard Operating Procedures was 
published in 2008 (ASEAN 2009c) that provides clarification of procedures and some 
preliminary standardization measures in terms of national and regional DRM coop-
eration.  
The AADMER agreement has not steered away from the original 1976 declaration. 
What has changed, however, is the development of its institutional design. Even 
though there remains a continual insistence on non-interference and the upholding of 
the ASEAN-way, the latest DRM agreement expresses a greater need to cooperate 
more closely on disaster relief and response. Indeed, this tension only increases with 
                                                
98 More specifically, this means the establishment of the ASEAN Response Action Plan; re-
fresher courses/expertise development; ASEAN Disaster Information Sharing and Communi-
cation Network (ASEAN DISCNet), i.e. Development of ACDM Website and NDMO Websites 
and publication of ASEAN Disaster Management Information Network (ADMIN) Newsletter; 
partnerships with relevant organizations and NGOs and mobilizing Financial Support and 
Resources; and ASEAN Day for Disaster Management and Enhancing Disaster Management 
Public Education and Awareness Programmes (ASEAN 2004). 
99 The AHA centre was officially made operational at the ASEAN Summit held in Bali 17 No-
vember 2011.  
100 Other references to DRM include the establishment of the ASEAN socio-cultural communi-
ty (ASCC) under the Declaration of ASEAN Concord II, which notes the need to ‘intensify co-
operation in area of public health, including prevention and control of infectious diseases 
…population growth, unemployment degradation and transboundry pollution as well as disas-
ter management’ (ASEAN 2004, C§4,6). A Transboundry Haze Action Plan (1998) and ASEAN 
agreement on Transboundry Haze Pollution in June 2002 was also established.  
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the goal of establishing supranational assets (an ASEAN emergency rapid assessment 
team and the AHA centre). The level of obligation has also increased as AADMER 
legally binds its signatories to fulfil the stated obligations. Monitoring and evaluation 
are also provided for through the annual ACDM meetings where evaluation reports 
are requested (ASEAN 2004, p. 15). However, such monitoring is weak; the fulfilment 
of the aims of the agreement remains in the hands of the member states that are not 
subject to any direct or coercive measures.  
Fuzzy value construction of ASEAN DRM cooperation 
Seven major documents on DRM in ASEAN can be identified over its 36-year history. 
Using these as the main sources for establishing fuzzy values on the level of coopera-
tion, each document was graded according to the five qualitative anchors as noted in 
the previous section. The first four documents – such as the 1976 Decleration on Mu-
tual Assistance on Natural Disasters and the 2003 ASEAN Concord II – are formal-
ized at the executive level (0.10), acknowledge the importance of collective coopera-
tion (0.10), and recommend some preliminary knowledge sharing initiatives and op-
erational practices (ASEAN 1976b, Art.I; ASEAN 2004). However, there is a general 
lack of specific measures for operational capacity, standardization or the pooling of 
national assets. A total fuzzy value of 0.45 consequently results, which is classified as 
nascent cooperation (more out than in the set of regional DRM cooperation). ASEAN 
crossed the threshold in 2005 with the publication of AADMER (ASEAN 2005) and 
Standard Operating Procedures (ASEAN 2009c). Here, not only was an operational 
capacity developed and the full cycle of DRM referred to (0.2), but official acknowl-
edgement (0.2), knowledge sharing (0.2), and standardization procedures were also 
put in place (0.2), as well as the establishment of an emergency rapid assessment 
team (0.1). The accumulated value for ASEAN DRM after 2005 is thus highly ad-
vanced with a value of 0.9. For a more specific illustration of how these values were 
arrived at, as well as a complete list of references, see Annex 6.3. 
CARIBBEAN COMMUNITY  
Volcano eruptions, earthquakes, hurricanes, and floods reflect some of the multidi-
mensional risks that challenge the economic and social stability of the Caribbean re-
gion. In an effort to create a regional capacity in the area of prevention and response 
against the detrimental effects of these and other crises, the leaders of the Caribbean 
countries first met in the aftermath of two deadly hurricanes in 1979 (Jones, Bisek 
and Ornstein 2001, p. 32). From these discussions, and with the support of the Unit-
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ed Nations Disaster Relief Organization (UNDRO), a Pan Caribbean Disaster Prepar-
edness revention Project (PCDPPP) was established from 1981-1991 to increase DRM 
coordination between Caribbean countries (CDB 1998, §1.08).101 This project was 
then succeeded by the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency (CDERA) in 
1991, 18 years after the signing of the Chaguaramas Treaty establishing the Caribbean 
Community.102 
Emerging out of the 1990 Kingston Declaration. CDERA inter alia facilitates 
member state requests for assistance in the event of a major disaster, encourages co-
ordination between emergency management agencies, and cooperates with other rel-
evant actors and donors (CARICOM 1990, §13; CARICOM 1991, Art. 4). Unlike its 
predecessor, CDERA has been proactive in developing training initiatives and en-
hancing contact between various sectors within the CARICOM community such as 
national emergency management agencies and telecommunication engineers (Bellers 
and McKemey 2000, p. 13, cf. Aguaconsult 2009, p. 33).  
CDERA’s focus on response and lack of attention to prevention and resilience was 
a driving factor for the creation of a new agency in 2009 (CARICOM 2010). The 
agreement establishing the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency 
(CDEMA) thus aims to carry on the objectives of CDERA and promote a ‘culture of 
disaster loss reduction’. It also aims to implement policies at the regional and local 
levels in the area of preparedness, preparation, and response and recovery 
(CARICOM 2010, p. 9).  
During the period between the creation of CDERA in 1991 and CDEMA in 2009, a 
number of other relevant agreements were made that touch on regional DRM. First, 
the 2001 Comprehensive Disaster Management Strategy introduced the concept of 
Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) which is defined as DRM cooperation 
on all hazards, the ‘complete’ cycle of DRM – prevention, mitigation, preparedness 
and response – and the inclusion of the public-private sector, civil society and the 
local population in DRM (CARICOM 2001, p. 16).103  Second, in 2006 a Treaty on 
Security Assistance among CARICOM Member States was signed establishing a Secu-
rity Assistance Mechanism. The first objective of this mechanism is the ‘efficient and 
timely response to and management of natural and man-made disaster in order to 
                                                
101 This was supported by the UNDRO, CARICOM, PAHO/WHO, the Red Cross, Canada, the 
UK and the ECC (Carby 2011, 30). 
102 The creation of CARICOM through the 1973 Treaty of Chaguaramas was an extension and 
development from the previous British West Indies Federation (1958-1962) and the Caribbean 
Free Trade Association (CARIFTA) (YIO 2010).  
103 Note that the complete cycle of DRM ought to include recovery, which is absent in this 
agreement.  
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reduce and eliminate the harmful consequences thereof’ (CARICOM 2006, Art.3(a)). 
This is coordinated by a joint strategic coordination and planning committee com-
prised on the coordinator of the Regional Security System (RSS) and military officials 
(CARICOM 2006, Art. 5 (1)). The planning committee organizes and sends appropri-
ate personnel and assets – such as transport vessels – to a requesting country within 
CARICOM, such as search and rescue missions. Third, the 2007-2012 enhanced 
strategy and framework on DRM was presented in 2007 as an update of the 2001 
document introducing CDM. This document differs in its ambition in terms of more 
precise goals such as creating a regional disaster risk reduction network and 
strengthening national disaster management offices (CARICOM 2007, Art. 5.5). This 
also includes the specific identification of international actors who will support the 
fulfilment of these and other goals.  
Regional cooperation in the Caribbean began, unlike most other regions, with a 
high level of institutional design. The 1991 CDEMA agreement, for example, notes 
that participating countries ought to ‘to identify, maintain in a state of readiness and 
make available immediately on request by the Coordinator relevant material and hu-
man resources in the event of disaster’ (CARICOM 1991, Art. 13 (s)). Not only was a 
functioning agency established to coordinate disaster prevention and response, but 
the member states are also obligated to provide assistance if requested. If these obli-
gations are ‘persistently violated’ a member state can be suspended from the Council 
(Ibid, Art. 29). With the exception of a slight increase on efforts for standardization, 
CDERA reflects a similar and impressive level of cooperation in DRM that tentatively 
stenches beyond intergovernmental cooperation. 
Fuzzy value construction of CARICOM DRM cooperation 
CARICOM stands out amongst other regional organizations for being the first to cross 
the threshold from being more in than out of the set of DRM cooperation in the early 
1990s. Emerging out of the Pan-Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency, 
CDERA was established at the executive level and acknowledges the need for coopera-
tion (0.2); it emphasizes information sharing (0.2); it has a clear operational compo-
nent and acknowledges the DRM cycle (0.2); and it provides provisional asset-
pooling initiatives (0.1) (CARICOM 1991, Art. 2, 4, 11-12, 13(s)).104 This agreement 
was later updated with more specific and further proposals on the standardization of 
                                                
104 The Pan-Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency is not included in this analysis 
because it was not a direct initiative from CARICOM, but rather a transnational effort that 
CARICOM participated in.  
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operational practices (0.2) (CARICOM 2007). The cumulative total for CARICOM 
DRM cooperation is currently advanced with a fuzzy value of 0.9. For a more specific 
review of the seven main DRM documents used to establish the fuzzy values for 
CARICOM DRM and a complete list of references see Annex 6.3.   
THE EUROPEAN UNION 
The successful European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1951 and the failed 
European Defence Community (EDC) in 1954 were directed towards providing politi-
cal and financial stability for a safer Europe. The continent would have to wait anoth-
er 20 years before cooperation on the protection of its citizens would be first men-
tioned, and another decade before any legal framework would be established. A little 
over a decade after the Declaration of ASEAN Concord and in the same year as the 
LAS agreement on relief operations, the European Council produced a resolution in 
1987 that encouraged cooperation among member states in the field of civil protec-
tion with an emphasis on the exchange of information, simulation exercises, and the 
establishment of ‘liaison officers’ to transmit information from the Commission to 
member states.105 Regular meetings were also proposed to monitor compliance of the 
agreement (European Council 1987). This declaration was followed by a series of 
Council resolutions and decisions as well as Commission communications that were 
framed around the Maastricht Treaty (Ekengren 2008, p. 48, cf. European Council 
1992, Art.103(a)). This burgeoning cooperation led to the first legal text establishing a 
community action programme in the field of civil protection in 1997 (European Coun-
cil 1997). Even though this agreement was not designed to harmonize any laws or 
regulation of member states (Ibid, Article 2:§3), it does provide for specific measures 
for ‘supporting’ member states’ civil protection frameworks by organizing training, 
the exchange of experts, simulation exercises, and improving public information and 
education. This two-year programme was then updated in 1999 to a five-year action 
programme, providing a backdrop for the creation of a ‘Community Mechanism to 
facilitate reinforced cooperation in civil protection assistance interventions’ (Europe-
an Council 1999, 2001a).106  
The community mechanism sets out a number of ‘tools’ to facilitate cooperation in 
the event of a transboundary disaster affecting member states inside the Union or in 
                                                
105 According to Magnus Ekengren, civil protection was placed on the agenda three years be-
fore the declaration at the ministerial meeting in Rome in 1985 (2008, p. 47) and received 
stimulus from the forest fires and heat waves at that time (Ekengren et al. 2006, p. 460).  
106 Also see European Commission (2003) which set the rules for implementation of the com-
munity mechanism. 
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third countries. The tools include a training programme, a Monitoring and Infor-
mation Centre (MIC), a Common Emergency Communication and Information Sys-
tem (CESIS), and establishment of assessment and coordination teams (European 
Council 2001a, Art. 1(3)). Member states are also required to notify the Union on 
what intervention teams could be made available in advance of a disaster (Ibid, Art. 
3(a)).107 Such requirements have increased with the recast of the mechanism in 2007 
where, inter alia, a module system was introduced that requires the listing of 17 spe-
cialized teams and assets from member states, such as ‘aerial forest fire fighting mod-
ule using helicopters’, ‘heavy urban search and rescue’ or an ‘advanced medical post’ 
(European Commission 2010a). It is worth pointing out that the requirement to list a 
set of DRM competencies before a crisis occurs – and made available to all member 
states through the CESIS – places larger expectations on those member states that list 
their DRM competencies at the community level. In other words, these agreements 
provide conditions that make it harder for member states to say no, thus tampering 
with national sovereignty in exchange for tacitly enforced solidarity.  
The Union’s capacity in DRM was also enhanced in 2007 with the adoption of a 
civil protection financial instrument that provides for 189.8 million Euros to support 
the mechanism in the period 2007-2013 (European Council 2007a). This instrument 
complements the EU solidarity fund established in 2002 which has provided relief aid 
to 47 disasters in 22 member states with a total payment of around 2.4 million Euros 
(European Commission 2012b).108  
In addition to the community mechanism, the Council established the Emergency 
and Crisis Coordination Arrangements (CCA) in 2005. These arrangements allow for 
an institutionalized system of cooperation at the EU level to provide assistance to the 
affected member state(s). The main components of CCA include member state am-
bassadors (Coreper II), the Council Secretariat, the EU Presidency, and the Crisis 
Steering Group – an ad hoc grouping of relevant ambassadors and crisis managers 
(Larsson 2009, p. 134). An intelligence sharing organizational structure situated 
within the Council Secretariat called the Situation Centre (SitCen) acts as the main 
operational arm of the CCA. SitCen operates around the clock and is tasked with con-
tributing to early warning, situation monitoring in times of crisis, and providing for 
                                                
107 Already by the end of 2003, 6,737 persons were registered in the database (Ekengren et al. 
2006, p. 461). 
108 While impressive, this figure represents on 24 per cent of the total amount of funds that 
could be used. The large threshold for activating the fund – set at an estimated damage of 3 
billion Euros or 0.6 per cent of GNI – is presumably the reason for this fairly modest figure 
(Rhinard, Hollis and Boin 2012). 
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facilities for a crisis task force – an ad hoc coalition of practitioners and member 
states (Wendling 2010, p. 77). The CCA and SitCen’s tasks are, however, principally 
directed towards political issues and the prevention of manmade disasters – such as 
weapons of mass destruction and terrorism – and limited to gathering and sending 
the ‘right’ information at the ‘right’ time (personal correspondence 2008, European 
Council/SitCen). It is a platform for politically strategic decision making and not used 
to coordinate modules or response capacities.  
Apart from the Council-based CCA, the Commission also has a number of special-
ized DRM cooperative endeavours within many Directorates General, such as DG 
SANCO and DG RELEX. A Commission official within the Secretariat-General noted 
that there are as many as 18 to 19 DGs with a crisis response unit (personal corre-
spondence 2008, Commission, cf. Missiroli 2006, p. 433). Many DGs also host so-
called Rapid Alert Systems (RAS) that allow member states to rapidly share infor-
mation with each other and the Commission when critical emergencies, such as bio-
logical and chemical attacks and accidents, nuclear emergencies or disruptions in 
critical infrastructure including transport or energy networks. The various RAS are 
then coordinated through a central node in the Commission called ARGUS that is 
located in the Secretariat-General of the Commission.109 The Humanitarian Aid De-
partment (ECHO), where the MIC has been relocated to since 2010, within the Com-
mission also holds a specific mandate to provide assistance to countries outside of the 
EU who have suffered from a major crisis. It is involved in promoting disaster preven-
tion measures through technical assistance, training, and public awareness (Europe-
an Commission 2011). 
The Treaty of Lisbon has sharpened the Union’s competencies in the field of civil 
protection (European Council 2007d, Art. 2(e); Art.176(c)).110 First, it introduces 
qualified majority voting, which means that a more efficient mode of decision-making 
on DRM is now possible. Second, the Treaty established the solidarity clause that in-
creased the obligation of member states to cooperate on DRM:  
1. The Union and its Member States shall act jointly in a spirit of solidarity if a 
Member State is the object of a terrorist attack or the victim of a natural or man-
made disaster. The Union shall mobilise all the instruments at its disposal, in-
cluding the military resources made available by the Member States, to: 
                                                
109 I am thankful to Sara Mydral for providing detailed information on this point and on the 
CCA.  
110 The Treaty was signed by the heads of state on the 13 December 2007 and entered into 
force on 1 December 2009. 
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(b) assist a Member State in its territory, at the request of its political authori-
ties, in the event of a natural or man-made disaster. 
2. Should a Member State be the object of a terrorist attack or the victim of a nat-
ural or manmade disaster, the other Member States shall assist it at the request 
of its political authorities. To that end, the Member States shall coordinate be-
tween themselves in the Council. 
European Council 2007d, Art. 188(r); 2008, Art. 222 
Through a process stretching throughout a five-year period the establishment of 
this clause introduces a highly specific legally binding agreement at the regional level 
that makes a cautious step over the traditional safety grounds of intergovernmental 
cooperation.111 Indeed, as paragraph 2 clearly states, member states are now obliged 
to assist ‘at the request of its political authorities’, albeit, with little suggestions over 
how or what this assistance would look like.112 The clause also opens up a number of 
critical questions such as: ‘what type of threats’, ‘what is the scope of the clause’, or 
‘what are the legal implications’ (Mydral and Rhinhard 2010, p. 8)?  These and other 
questions may act as a catalyst in creating more specific regional capacities for DRM 
in the future and certainly marks, at least on paper, the beginning of a supranational 
capacity.113   
The EU has certainly developed from its original declaration in 1987 to a point 
where supranational and national capacities are beginning to emerge in the area of 
prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery.114 To be sure, cooperation on the 
most part remains intergovernmental, whereby member states are not directly obli-
gated to participate.115 Although EU civil protection cannot be classified as an unqual-
ified success (Rhinard, Hollis and Boin 2012) it has, nevertheless, grown to become a 
highly developed apparatus. 
 
                                                
111 For a more  in-depth discussion of this as well as the five-year history that pre-empts the 
clause see Ekengren I. (2006) and Mydral and Rhinard (2010).  
112 Sara Mydral and Mark Rhinard note that member state requirements are further specified 
in a declaration after the establishment of the treaty which noted that member states could 
‘choose the most appropriate means by which to comply with its own solidarity obligations 
towards the stricken state’ (2010, p. 6). This provides more flexibility to the choices available 
to member states thus diluting the possible strength of the agreement.  
113 While outside the scope of this study, it is interesting to note that proposals, initiatives and 
agreements made do not always meet with action (cf. Ekengren et al. 2006, p. 458, Hollis 
2010a). 
114 Unlike many other regional organizations, issues dealing with recovery are absent from the 
main documents on civil protection. This is due to a division of labour, whereby recovery is 
managed by development authorities. An exception to this is the solidarity fund.    
115 Soft incentive schemes such as an emphasis on making the EU floods directive transparent 
and public puts more pressure on member states to participate (European Council 2007b) 
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Fuzzy value construction of EU DRM cooperation 
Council resolutions on DRM cooperation in the late 1980s and early 1990s contain 
references to the importance of cooperation (0.2) and information sharing initiatives 
(0.2), yet do not include references to operational capacity or standardization proce-
dures. This period of nascent cooperation is represented by a value of 0.40. However, 
the threshold into the set of regional DRM cooperation was soon passed in 1994, 
when a Council resolution issued preliminary operational measures in the form of a 
24 hour stand-by service run by the Commission and supported by the Commission 
initiative to maintain an operational manual listing inter alia a register of national 
resources that can be used in times of crises (Council 1994). This was later developed 
into the (recast) community mechanism (Council 2001a, 2007b). These and other 
documents produced in the last decade focused on the full disaster management cycle 
(0.2), promoted information sharing through simulation exercises and exchanges 
(0.2), established an operational centre (0.2), standardized procedures (0.2), a list of 
national resources to use, as well as preliminary pooling of resources such as special-
ized resources and teams (0.1). A fuzzy value of 0.9 is consequently established re-
flecting highly advanced cooperation. A full list of these and other documents, and 
their conversion to fuzzy values, can be viewed in Annex 6.3.  
THE LEAGUE OF ARAB STATES 
For different reasons both the occupied and occupiers sought stability in the Middle 
East after the Second World War. With a strong backing from Britain a sense of secu-
rity was achieved through the Pact of the League of Arab States, signed by Egypt, Iraq, 
Trans-Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Yemen in 1945. This Pact was soon 
complemented by the Treaty for Joint Defence and Economic Cooperation, signed in 
1950. Over a period of almost 50 years this original group, united by a common lan-
guage, history, culture, and religion, would eventually include a total of 22 members 
as the colonial shackles rusted away.116 The general trajectory of the organization has 
ostensibly been guided by an unwavering value of national sovereignty and fluctuat-
ing Arab solidarity culminating in a general decline in collective political and security 
cooperation (Murden 2009, pp. 121-30). It would seem that geopolitical and econom-
ic concerns have outweighed any focus on citizen protection for the first four decades 
of the Arab League. 
                                                
116 Other members include Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Kuwait, Mauritania, Morocco, 
Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, and Libya (suspend-
ed in 2011).  
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More recently cooperation began to emerge, albeit, at a fairly slow pace despite a 
number of high-profile disasters that affected the region. In the period 1980-2008, 
natural disasters in the region affected approximately 37 million Arab people and 
incurred 20 billion USD in economic damages (LAS 2011, p. 6). Recent examples of 
these natural disasters include the 2003 earthquake in Algeria, the 2007 cyclone in 
Oman, the 2009 floods in Morocco, and the 2007-2010 droughts in Jordan and Syria. 
Except for the Arab Cooperation Agreement in organization and facilitation of relief 
operations, approved in 1987, few efforts were made to mitigate and respond to these 
and other disasters (LAS 1987). This state of affairs has recently changed.  
In 2004 statutes for an Arab Centre for Earthquakes and other Natural Disasters 
Risks were adopted and entered into force in 2011 (El Mallah 2011a). In 2007 the Ar-
ab Ministerial Declaration on Climate Change mentioned the need for adequate 
mechanisms to ensure against natural disasters that include information sharing, 
creating partnerships, and developing weather information systems (LAS 2007, §19). 
In 2008 the LAS presented a draft ‘Arab Protocol on cooperation for speedy and im-
mediate response…in cases of disasters, crisis and emergencies’ as well as a Memo-
randum of Understanding (MoU) with the UNISDR to implement HFA goals in the 
region.117 With the aid of the UNISDR these initiatives were followed by the estab-
lishment of a centre for disaster risk reduction training and research in 2009 (LAS 
2011, p. 8). In the same year the Arab League compiled a report on member countries’ 
capacity on DRM with the support of the UN Secretariat, the Islamic Development 
Bank and other UN agencies, (H.R.H. Prince Turki Bin Nasser Bin Abdulaziz 2009, 
§4). The outcome of this report depicted a general lack of capacity in many of the 
member countries combined with a growing realization of the importance of disaster 
prevention and response, and allegedly provided the impetus to prepare an Arab 
Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) that was released in 2011 (Ibid, §5). Ap-
proved by the Council of Arab Ministers responsible for the Environment in Decem-
ber 2010, this strategy presents five key priorities: (1) the strengthening of coopera-
tion across different sectors on disaster reduction, such as civil society; (2) the devel-
opment of DRM capacities in identifying, assessing and monitoring risks; (3) promot-
ing training, information exchange, standardization, and public education; (4) im-
proving the links between the sub-national and national levels of DRM; and (5) in-
cluding emergency response, preparedness and recovery (LAS 2011, pp. 15-16). The 
                                                
117 The Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) set out five distinct goals in the area of DRM that 
were developed by the UN and disseminated at the 2005 world conference on Disaster Risk 
Reduction. For more on this see Chapter 4 and UNISDR (2005). 
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fulfilment of these initiatives is monitored by the LAS which requests situation re-
ports from the member states (Ibid, p. 20).118   
Despite its long history as an organization and short history in the field of DRM, 
the Arab League has taken significant steps in producing a regional response to re-
gional disasters. The framework agreement, while exhibiting a low level of institu-
tionalization, does express an emerging design that includes attention to standardiz-
ing DRM information according to global standards, as well as attention to prepared-
ness, prevention, response, and recovery (Annex 6.3, LAS 2011, pp. 5, 17, cf. IASC 
2011). The establishment of a research centre for disaster risk reduction, furthermore, 
depicts the resolve of the organization to establish an information base from which an 
efficient regional DRM regime can emerge.   
Fuzzy value construction of LAS DRM cooperation 
As LAS has a relatively short history in the area of DRM cooperation, only two major 
documents are used to assess the fuzzy values of cooperation. The first period of nas-
cent cooperation is defined by the Arab Cooperation Agreement Regulating and Facil-
itating Relief Operations (LAS 1987) that not only acknowledges the need for cooper-
ation (0.2) and recommends preliminary knowledge sharing initiatives (0.1), but also 
established an Arab Supreme Relief Committee to coordinate relief action between 
Arab states (0.1). Its lack of attention to the full disaster management cycle, however, 
means that this agreement does not cross the threshold in the set of regional DRM 
cooperation. The 2011 Strategy on DRR effectively passed the threshold by including 
prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery aspects of DRM and an operational 
unit (0.2). It officially recognizes the importance of cooperation (0.2) and promotes 
knowledge sharing practices (0.2) and imposes standardization measures on opera-
tional activity (0.2). A total fuzzy value of 0.8 consequently defines LAS current level 
of cooperation as ‘advanced’ according to official agreements.  
THE PACIFIC ISLANDS FORUM 
Emerging from a general dissatisfaction with the current regional structure under the 
South Pacific Commission (formed in 1947), the Cook Islands, Niue, the Federated 
States of Micronesia, Palau, the Marshall Islands, New Zealand, and Australia agreed 
                                                
118 The following LAS agencies have also incorporated disaster risk reduction measures: the 
Arab Academy for Science, Technology and Maritime Transport (AASTMT), the Arab Centre 
for the Study of Arid Zones and Dry Lands (ACSAD), the Arab Organization for Agricultural 
Development (AOAD), the Arab Labour Organization (ALO) and the Arab League’s Educa-
tional, Cultural and Scientific Organization (ALECSO) (LAS 2011, p. 7).  
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to establish the South Pacific Forum (SPF) in 1971 (Urwin 2005, p. 13) that later be-
came the Pacific Islands Forum (PIF) in 2000. Reflecting similarities to ASEAN-way, 
the PIF is guided by the ‘Pacific-way’ that places emphases on non-interference, con-
sensus and the respect for sovereignty. Based on these values – which are also infused 
with a colonial zeitgeist – it is not hard to understand the general aversion by many 
Pacific Islands to cooperate at the regional level (Koloamatangi 2005, p. 189). Inte-
gration nevertheless progressed, spilling over into security cooperation in the 1990s 
that was marked by a series of declarations. However, the principal concern has re-
mained within the economic sphere such as fisheries and trade. Although the eco-
nomic and social vulnerabilities of small island states are particularly high, com-
pounded by the threat of increasing sea level, flooding, and hurricanes, cooperation 
on DRM has been particularly limited. 
Regional activity on DRM can be traced back to 1975, when the SPF established a 
regional natural disaster relief fund (PIF 1975). However, regional attention to this 
issue seems to have lain dormant until the leaders of the Forum issued a vision 
statement through the fourth Pacific Regional Disaster Meeting in Madang in 1995, 
acknowledging the need to reduce vulnerability to natural disasters (Bettencourt et al. 
2006, p. iv). This was followed by the Aitutaki Declaration on Regional Security Co-
operation, signed in 1997. Similarly, this document recognizes the region’s vulnerabil-
ity to natural disasters, noting that members of the Regional Security Commission 
would convene in the event of an emergency (PIF 1997, Art. 2; 13).119 The capabilities 
of the PIF member states have, nevertheless, remained particularly limited; DRM 
efforts were ‘under-resourced and operated outside mainstream government process-
es’ (Bettencourt et al. 2006, p. iv). In a surprising move, the Forum has given the 
mandate to ‘coordinate disaster management capacity building’ to an international 
organization: the South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission (SOPAC), which is a 
division within the newly created Secretariat of the Pacific Community (Pratt 2005, p. 
7).  
Under the guidance of SOPAC, concrete measures on DRM developed, culminating 
in the release of the Pacific Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management 
                                                
119 Other regional declarations on security include the 1992 Honiara Declaration, the 2000 
Biketawa declaration, and the 2002 Nasonini Declaration. None of these declarations mention 
natural disasters, although the latter comes close when it notes its commitment to the ‘adverse 
effects of globalization’ (PIF 2002). Two treaties have also been signed within the life-span of 
the Forum both of which have a security dimension. First, the Treaty of Raratonga, signed in 
1985, establishes a nuclear free zone in the Pacific. The second treaty is referred to as the 1995 
Waigani Convention, which bans the exporting of hazardous and radioactive wastes to the 
Pacific (Boxall 2005, p. 169).  
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Framework for Action 2006-2015. Also known as the Madang Framework, this Action 
Plan closely follows the guidelines set out in the 2005 UN Hyogo Framework for Ac-
tion.120 This includes recognizing the need for training at the local, national and re-
gional level, increasing coordination between stakeholders and NGOs, and creating 
good practices (PIF 2005).121 In addition to this framework, the PIF Economic Minis-
ters Meetings have periodically assessed the issue and importance of the costs of nat-
ural disasters with the support of SOPAC (PIF 2003, 2009a, 2009b).  
The Madang framework agreement shows clear signs of ascending cooperation on 
DRM that aims to inter alia ‘mainstream’ DRM into member states emergency plan-
ning policies (18(a)), promote ‘best practices’ to be adopted by member states (38(c)), 
establish regional early warning systems (45(a)), and harmonize them with ‘global 
networks’ (45(c)) (PIF 2005). These and other expected capacities are mirrored by a 
low level of institutionalization where procedures for implementation and degree of 
obligation are severely limited.  
Fuzzy value construction of PIF DRM cooperation 
The Regional Disaster Relief Fund (PIF 1975, cf. PIF 2009b) and the Aitutaki Decla-
ration both acknowledge the importance of cooperating on DRM (0.20) and the for-
mer also provides for preliminary operational capacity in the form of relief funding 
(0.15). This nascent level of cooperation continued until the Madang Framework was 
finalized in 2005. This marks the point when PIF crosses the threshold of the set of 
regional DRM cooperation. Here, an operational capacity in terms of funding is men-
tioned (0.15) as well as preliminary standardization measures such as regional design 
of ‘best practices’ on DRM to be disseminated to all member states (PIF 2005, 38(c)). 
The cumulative total for PIF DRM is 0.65, reflecting advanced regional DRM cooper-
ation. For a more detailed account of how these values were produced see Annex 6.3.  
THE SOUTHERN COMMON MARKET 
Orchestrated by Simón Bolívar, the Congress of Panama of 1826 aimed to integrate 
South America into a regional whole with the purpose of preventing Spanish re-
colonization and resolving internal disputes over territory (Mace 1988, p. 405). Bolí-
var’s dream was to ‘convene there [Isthmus of Panama] an august assembly of repre-
                                                
120 This is not particularly surprising given the strong links between SOPAC and the UN and 
the financial support from the EU (SOPAC 2010).  
121The Pacific Plan was released in the same year, which outlines the need to develop and im-
plement ‘policies and plans for the mitigation and management of natural disasters’ as well as 
supporting the Madang Framework (PIF 2005, p. 7).  
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sentatives of republics, kingdoms, and empires to deliberate upon the high interests 
of peace and war with the nations of the other three-quarters of the globe’ (Bolivar 
1951, cited in Thomas and Thomas 1963, p. 5). These endeavours, as well as 50 others 
from the period 1820-1870, resulted in failures despite small glimmers of hope, such 
as the Republic of Great Colombia from 1822-1830 and the Peruvian-Bolivian Con-
federation from 1835-1839 (Ibid, pp. 405-6). The tint of a colonial past and the myth 
of regional integration have thus set the scene for contemporary regional integration 
projects since the end of the Second World War. Many of these attempts, such as the 
Latin American Free Trade Association in 1951, its reformation into the Latin Ameri-
can Integration Association in 1980, the Latin American Economic System in 1975, 
the Rio Group in 1986, and the Latin American parliament in 1987, were all over-
shadowed by Mercado Común del Sur (Mercosur) or the Southern Common Market. 
In an attempt to create a more cohesive economic agreement that would balance the 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (Baldwin 1997, p. 8), Argentina, 
Brazil, Paraguay, and Uruguay signed the Treaty of Asunción in 1991. This has been 
considered the most successful integration scheme in the region (Malamud 2005, p. 
422). More recently Mercosur has joined forces with the Andean Community of Na-
tions to form a Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) in 2008 as well as the 
Community of Latin American and Caribbean States in 2010. The success of Mer-
cosur, however, has been more in images and words than in action and practice. 
While small advances may have been made, the member states have not yet reached 
the level of customs union or a free trade area (Sbragia 2010). The political centre is 
also meagre due to a small administrational budget, the lack of effective enforcement 
mechanisms, and the general rejection of supranationality (Ibid, p. 272). 
In comparison to South and Southeast Asia, South America is not as prone to ma-
jor natural disasters. Disasters, nevertheless, can occur with significant transbounda-
ry effects such as the 1987 Earthquake in Ecuador. The numbers are not insignificant 
either: from the period 1970-1999 approximately 32 disasters occurred each year in 
the region, which incurred 75,000 deaths per year and an annual economic loss be-
tween 700 million to 3.3 billion USD (Charvériat 2000, p. 9, Simonelli and Duran 
2006, p. i). Perhaps this is why, in November 2008, the first meeting on DRM was 
held under Mercosur’s Common Market Group, which became thereafter institution-
alized as the Special Meeting on Disaster Risk Reduction Socio-Natural, Civil De-
fence, Civil Protection and Humanitarian Assistance MERCOSUR (REHU). Accord-
ing to this founding document, member states aim to enhance coordination and co-
operation between member states’ risk management systems (Mercosur 2009, Art. 2) 
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through regular meetings by competent authorities from the member states (Art. 1). 
The agreement also makes clear that it is not legally binding on the member states 
(Art. 4). Although Latin America does not lack regional initiatives on DRM (such as 
the Andean Committee for Disaster Prevention and Attention (CAPRADE), and the 
OAS Inter-American team of consultants on natural disaster counter action (OAS 
2011d)) Mercosur remains one of the less-developed in terms of its institutional de-
sign and degree of institutionalization on DRM. Although the REHU was only estab-
lished in 2009, it nevertheless has given very little attention to the protection of its 
citizens from natural disasters.  
Fuzzy-value construction of Mercosur DRM cooperation 
As Mercosur has only recently established the REHU, it remains within the nascent 
category, that is more in than out of the set of regional DRM cooperation. Its full 
fuzzy value of 0.25 is based on the official acknowledgement of the need to cooperate 
on regional DRM (0.2) and the establishment of a committee as a preliminary infor-
mation sharing initiative (0.05).  
THE SOUTHERN AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY 
In 1980 the Southern African frontline states (Angola, Botswana, Mozambique, Tan-
zania, and Zimbabwe) decided to integrate their economies through the establish-
ment of the Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC). The 
main aim of SADCC was to reduce economic dependence on South Africa, protect 
against apartheid instability, and coordinate foreign aid (Hwang 2007, p. 67). As an-
imosity gave way to amity at the end of the Cold War, SADCC became the Southern 
African Development Community (SADC) through the Windhoek Treaty in 1992, 
which included South Africa as a full member two years later in 1994. Although the 
principal focus was on economic coordination, the expanding organization soon 
headed into deeper waters by cooperating on security issues. This led to the creation 
of a SADC strategic indicative plan on politics, defence, and security cooperation in 
2004.  
The low level of development combined with a vulnerable hydrological environ-
ment in many southern African countries means that regular droughts and floods can 
easily create food scarcity and health risks. It is understandable that within such a 
context the first SADC summit recommended development and collective cooperation 
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in food security (Costea and Felicio 2005, p. 18).122 This awareness gradually grew 
into a number of initiatives, programmes, and agreements, such as the 1997 Food 
Security Strategy Framework (SADC 2002, §1.3.2), the 1999 Regional Drought Man-
agement Strategy, the 1999 Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC) 
(with a specific mandate to improve food security), and the 2004 Strategy for Floods 
and Drought. Cooperation on these particular issues was complemented by building 
cooperation on DRM, which first began through the ad hoc meeting on DRM in 1997 
(Borton et al. 2001, p. 6) that was later institutionalized as the Disaster Management 
Steering Committee in 2000. In 1999 the SADC Protocol on Health was also signed, 
which mentioned the importance of disaster management by emphasizing the need 
for increased coordination, collaboration, and the development of a mechanism for 
assistance (SADC 1999, Art. 25). This need was reverberated in the protocol on poli-
tics, defence, and security cooperation signed in 2001, which noted the need to ‘en-
hance regional capacity in respect of disaster management and co-ordination of in-
ternational humanitarian assistance’ (SADC 2001b, Art. 2).  
Significantly, the SADC multi-sectoral Disaster Management Strategy was also 
agreed upon in 2001. This document sets out an ambitious number of goals, such as 
risk mapping, early warning, public education, and contingency planning (Borton et 
al. 2001, p. 40). This strategy was later revised in 2006 as the SADC Disaster Risk 
Reduction (DRR) Strategic Plan 2006–2010, which placed more emphasis on prepa-
ration and prevention than just response.123 Other initiatives from the agreement in-
clude a SADC Disaster Risk Reduction Unit (DRRU) that, with the support of the 
SADC DRR Technical Committee, aims to coordinate DRM activities (SADC 2011), 
and a proposed Disaster Management Trust Fund (SDMTF) (UNISDR 2009a, p. 19).  
The institutional design features of SADC DRM cooperation boasts a number of in-
itiatives that are mostly developed in the area of information management with some 
emerging operational capacities. The institutionalization of DRM cooperation is com-
paratively low; little obligation and few procedures for implementation are apparent. 
This general pattern is reflected in the lack of cooperation by member states in the 
                                                
122 The Southern African Development Cooperation Community (SADCC) created a food secu-
rity sector in 1980, which was placed under the Agriculture and Natural Resources (FANR) 
Development Unit (SADC 2002, §1.3.2). This was followed by a Regional Early Warning Sys-
tem established in 1986. 
123 The reason for this facelift was due to non-implementation of the strategy, pressure to rea-
lign DRM with the 2004 Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (RISDP) and the 
2004 Strategic Indicative Plan for the Organ (SIPO), and external pressure to conform to the 
2004 African Union Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) in 2004 (SADC 2004, 
2006). 
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2001 DRM framework, which motivated a second revised attempt in 2006 (Masamvu 
2006). Indeed, the lack of motivation is also reflected in the creation of the original 
2001 framework that was outsourced to the UNDP (2001) instead of regional deliber-
ation. 
Fuzzy-value construction of SADC DRM cooperation 
Until 1999 the SADC region had no formal cooperation on DRM. However, in a mat-
ter of only two years it went from no cooperation to passing the threshold of advanced 
regional DRM cooperation. That is, from preliminary information sharing initiatives 
(0.10) and the official acknowledgment of the need to cooperate (0.2), to the creation 
of operational capacities (0.15) under the SADC Disaster Management Strategy 
(SADC 2001a). This strategy was then recast in 2006 with the formation of a Regional 
Disaster Management Unit as part of a its regional operational capacity (0.2) and the 
introduction of standardization measures in terms of disseminating common stand-
ard terminology (0.1) (SADC 2006, Ob.3(c); Ob.5). The cumulative total for SADC 
DRM cooperation is 0.7, indicating that it is well over the threshold of regional DRM 
cooperation.  For a more comprehensive overview see Annex 6.3.  
THE AFRICAN UNION 
The intellectual seeds of pan-Africanism can be traced back to at least the 1930s with 
the writings of W.E.B. Dubois. The sentiments espoused by Dubois found fertile soil 
in the political actions of a number of African leaders in the 1960s such as Kwame 
Nkrumah and Haile Selassie (Badejo 2008, pp. 25-6). Amidst a period of political 
independence from colonial rule in the 1960s, the Organization of African Union 
(OAU) was created in May 1963 to form a common front against apartheid, foreign 
influence and colonialism (Ibid, p. 12). The idea of eradicating political borders creat-
ed by colonial masters certainly reinforced the vision of a single government for the 
continent (Murithi and Ndinga-Muvumba 2008, p. 2). However, the goal of a com-
mon union was resisted by a number of states who preferred to proceed at a more 
gradual pace (Badejo 2008, p. 30). The pan-African vision was also grafted onto the 
power and strategic interests of Ethiopia, who may have seen the OAU as a vehicle to 
legitimate its newly-acquired territories as well as to prevent a possible invasion from 
Italy (Ibid). A united Africa never eventuated; instead, the OAU slowly lost its legiti-
macy over a period of 30 years as it was increasingly seen as an ‘elite club of dictators’ 
and accused of ‘bureaucratic paralysis’ (Engel and Fomes Porto 2010, p. 1 original 
emphasis). With the end of the Cold War, African leaders began to reassess the status 
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of the OAU which eventually led to the creation of the African Union (AU) in 2002. 
The norm of non-interference was replaced with non-indifference (Mwanasali 2008, 
p. 41) along with an emphasis on economic development and democracy promotion. 
These and other principles are reflected in the AU Constitutive Act and are supported 
by the Assembly, the Executive Council of Ministers, and the Commission. Other in-
stitutional bodies have also emerged under the AU’s new architecture, including a 
pan-African Parliament a Political Security Council (PSC), the African Court of Hu-
man and People’s Rights, an African Central Bank, the African Monetary Fund, and 
the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). The AU also emphasizes the 
importance of cooperation and coordination with its Regional Economic Communi-
ties (RECs) which include CEN-SAD, ECCAS, COMESA, ECOWAS, IGAD, SADC, and 
UMA. The membership of the AU currently includes 53 African nations.124  
The vulnerability of the African continent to natural disasters has been a continual 
source of economic and social loss. Some examples include: the harsh droughts and 
associated famines in the early 1970s and 1980s in the Horn of Africa and Ghana, 
which prompted the OAU to develop an emergency Priority Programme for Economic 
recovery (APPER); the 2000 flood in Mozambique that caused an equivalent econom-
ic loss of 12 per cent of national GDP; the 2002 famine in Zambia and Zimbabwe pro-
ducing a loss of approximately nine per cent of national GDPs (AU 2004, p. 5); and 
the 2011 drought and famine in Somalia, Ethiopia, and Kenya. While the economic 
interdependencies of some African countries may not be equivalent to the US or Eu-
rope, the impact of globalization has nevertheless had a significant impact producing 
unanticipated backlashes to social and economic vulnerabilities. A good example of 
this is the increase in the value of pastoral lands as the price for beef has increased 
over the years. This has depleted resources and created larger costs for communities 
when large floods and droughts occur (Rotberg 2003, p. 11).125 Despite the repeating 
nature of many of these natural disasters and the impact they have on national econ-
omies, little regional efforts have been coordinated to mitigate future disasters. None-
theless, the OAU was not entirely absent from this area. As a result of the critical eco-
nomic shocks experienced from prolonged droughts in the African continent, the 
OAU and the UN established a Special Emergency Assistance Fund for Drought and 
                                                
124 Morocco and Madagascar are not full members: Morocco left the OAS in 1984 and Mada-
gascar was suspended in 2009.  
125 Counter-intuitively, the recent increase in farming development in many African countries 
in terms of drilling wells, eradicating parasites, and better treatment of cattle diseases, togeth-
er with rising prices for beef, increased demand leading to an over-production and depletion 
of natural resources, which increased the vulnerability of society to droughts and floods 
(Newsday 1973, p. 16).  
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Famine in Africa (SEAF) in 1985 (UN 1989, p. 501) which is still in function today 
(AU 2011c). Pan-African cooperation on DRM otherwise remained dormant until 
2003.  
Emerging from the AU’s New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), a 
series of workshops, meetings, and conferences on DRM were held in 2003-2004. 
These initiatives produced the Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) Strategy that was 
adopted at the African Ministerial Conference on Environment (AMCEN) in June 
2004 and passed through the AU’s 3rd Ordinary Session in the following month (AU 
2004, 3). The strategy prioritizes three focal points. First, it aims to enhance and fa-
cilitate cooperation with sub-regional organizations within the AU, such as ECOWAS, 
SADC, or IGAD. In this sense, the document is designed as a master-copy on which 
other regional organizations ought to base their own ‘unique’ DRM policies. Second, 
the strategy aims to change current DRM norms by transforming ‘the basic mindset 
and practices of national authorities; the disaster management community; the public 
and development partners’ (Ibid, p. 4). Third, the strategy aims tentatively to link 
political conflict resolution with disaster relief through regular communications with 
the DRM programme and the AU Commission on Peace and Security. The structure 
of the agreement is based on a baseline study conducted in 2003 based on the 
UNISDR framework. It identifies a number of DRM issues that ought to be priori-
tized, such as increased public awareness, enhanced knowledge management, and 
political commitment. An Africa Working group on DRR was also formed in 2004 in 
order to facilitate the strategy’s primary goals. To this end, a 2006-2010 programme 
of action for the implementation of the strategy, and a recast programme of action for 
the period 2006-2015 have been created.  
Both of these programmes provide specific measures to implement the strategy. 
The latter also emphasizes the importance of the UNISDRs Africa Platform for Disas-
ter Risk Reduction as the ‘primary regional mechanism to support the implementa-
tion of disaster risk reduction strategies and programmes at regional, sub-regional 
and national levels’ (AU 2009, p. 5). The role of the sub-regional level as a facilitator 
of the strategy’s objectives to its member states is also specified in the recast pro-
gramme.  In addition to these initiatives, ministerial conferences on DRR have been 
held in 2006 and 2010, a proposal for an African Centre of Excellence for Capacity 
Development has been tabled (Ibid, 7) and an official request to perform a feasibility 
study on an ‘African owned Pan-African Disaster Risk Pool’ has been made. In a simi-
lar approach to a recent EU Commission proposal (European Commission 2010b), 
this risk pool would aid African governments with contingent funding to respond to 
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food insecurity and droughts by providing member states with immediate access to 
funds in the event of a crisis (AU 2011a, cf. AU 2010a, VIII).   
If this ‘risk pool’ eventuates, the AU will have certainly emerged as an important 
regional body for DRM. Unlike other regions, such as the EU or ASEAN, the AU’s 
DRM capacity has developed at a fast pace in the late 2000s. The AU has the potential 
to play a significant role as a leader for sub-regional organizations in providing a 
blueprint of DRM cooperation providing that these are adjusted to local situations.  
Fuzzy value construction of AU DRM cooperation 
The (Organization of) African Union has either had no cooperation or a nascent level 
of regional DRM cooperation until 2009. Before this date, cooperation was limited to 
official acknowledgements of the need to cooperate (0.2), as well as information shar-
ing initiatives (0.2) (cf. UN 1985, AU 2004). This was later changed with the encour-
agement of funding for emergency response, preparedness, and recovery activities 
(0.15) and the introduction of ‘harmonizing DRR policies and strategies at regional 
and national levels’ (AU 2009, 12-13) (0.1). The cumulative total for the AU’s DRM 
cooperation is 0.65, which indicates that it is more in than out of the set of regional 
DRM cooperation. For more on the construction of the fuzzy values see Annex 6.3.  
THE ORGANIZATION FOR AMERICAN STATES 
The Monroe Doctrine and the newly independent states of South America clearly sig-
nalled the political will of the Americas against any further European or foreign inter-
ference in the early 19th century. This may have encouraged self-preservation and 
‘continental solidarity’ that would lay out the foundations for an American communi-
ty (Thomas and Thomas 1963, pp. 4-5) – such sentiments were clearly expressed in 
South America – but the resilience of the US to participate in these endeavours, such 
as the Congress of Panama, stifled any dreams of Pan-American unity. Nevertheless, 
Hispanic American conferences and treaties were periodically held throughout the 
19th and early 20th centuries that upheld organizational characteristics and values that 
can be seen in the OAS. These included, although not always honoured, non-
interference, peace and conflict mediation, dispute resolution, and even the imposi-
tion of sanctions (Ibid, p. 10). At the time of the end of the Second World War, there 
was growing frustration over the lack of South American representation on the newly 
established Security Council of the UN, fear of an aggressive Russia, and the need for 
economic support (Ibid, p. 31). These factors provided a powerful mix that saw the 
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creation of an Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (Treaty of Rio de 
Janeiro), signed in 1947.126   
The OAS has 36 members comprising North, Central, and South American coun-
tries.127 Its organizational structure is principally made up of annual meetings of the 
General Assembly (held since 1971) that acts as the highest decision-making body. 
The permanent council consists of member state representatives who meet regularly 
to discuss a range of issues, including administration, the OAS budget, and inter-
organizational cooperation.128 Other central institutional bodies include the inter-
American Council for Integral Development (CIDI); the Inter-American Juridical 
Committee (IAJC); the inter-American Commission on Human Rights; the General 
Secretariat; and inter-American committees and Commissions (OAS 2011a). Its main 
activities centre around democracy promotion, social and economic development, 
‘multi-dimensional security’, tourism, and culture.  
The principal OAS institutional body working on DRM issues is the Risk Manage-
ment and Adaptation to Climate Change department (RISK-MACC). This body is un-
der the auspices of the Executive Secretariat for Integral Development and the Gen-
eral Secretariat. Cooperation on DRM through these organs has become increasingly 
active in the last two decades. In 1991 the OAS formed an agreement on the Inter-
American Convention to Facilitate Disaster Assistance that held similar provisions to 
ASEAN’s AADMER or CARICOM’s CDERA, albeit with no regional operational ca-
pacity. That is, it provided clear specifications for the facilitation of disaster responses 
between states. The agreement has, however, remained dormant as it requires the 
signatures and ratification of all 35 member states. Presently, only four have signed 
and five have ratified the agreement.129 A more successful proposal arose in the first 
Summit of the Americas in 1994, which produced the Miami Plan of Action when co-
operation with the Argentinean White Helmets Initiative (WHI) – a peace-keeping 
force focused on response and mitigation of humanitarian and natural disasters – was 
recommended. This plan of action encourages, albeit on a voluntary basis, national 
selection and training of volunteer corps that can assist in the event of national and 
regional disasters (SOA 1994, Art.111 (20)). The following year also saw a significant 
                                                
126 This Treaty emerged in between the 8th and 9th International Conference of American 
States that began in 1890 in Washington DC.  
127 Cuba was suspended in the period 1962-2009.  
128 Meetings of consultation of ministers of foreign affairs are also held upon the permanent 
council request. 
129 Colombia, Nicaragua and Panama signed the agreement in 1992 followed by Peru in 1996. 
Member states that have ratified the agreement include Panama, Peru, Uruguay, Dominican 
Republic, and Nicaragua (OAS 1991). 
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cooperation agreement passed: the OAS Inter-American Emergency Aid Fund 
(FONDEM). This is designed to aid any member state in the event of a natural disas-
ter through technical, social, humanitarian, material, and financial support (OAS 
1995a, Art.III). Funds are sourced from voluntary contributions or unused appropria-
tions from the previous biennia (Ibid, Art. IV). The Secretary General is then able to 
use these funds to grant emergency aid up to 25,000 USD per case. Recent examples 
include the granting of a total of 176,700 USD of emergency funds to Belize, Costa 
Rica, Haiti, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and Saint Lucia in 2010, as well as sat-
ellite telephones to Chile after the earthquake in February (OAS 2010a, p. 22). The 
Secretary General holds the general mandate for receiving and distributing requests 
as well as facilitating resources and emergency plans with other international organi-
zations such as the United Nations Emergency Fund, the World Food Programme, the 
Pan American Health Organization, and the League of Red Cross Societies (OAS 
1995a, Art. VII-VIII).130  
The Inter-American Committee for Natural Disaster Reduction (IACNDR) was 
created in 1999 as the principal body in the OAS to lead cooperation on DRM. To this 
end the Permanent Council, the Inter-American Council for Integral Development 
(CIDI), the Committee on Hemispheric Security, and the Permanent executive Com-
mittee of CIDA were brought together to form the core structure of the Committee 
(OAS 2007a, p. 109).131 The RISK-MACC department also enhanced its inter-
institutional cooperation in the same year through the creation of an Inter-American 
Network for Disaster Mitigation, designed to enhance intra-regional and internation-
al cooperation on DRM, analyse issues surrounding prevention and mitigation, and 
coordinate and implement the Inter-American Strategic Plan for Policy on Vulnera-
bility Reduction, Risk Management and Disaster Response (IASP). This document 
aims to reduce the loss of life and property, improve emergency preparedness and 
response, improve financial protection from natural disasters, and increase the resili-
ence of critical economic and social infrastructures (OAS 2003b, 2003c). In the same 
year the Declaration on Security in the Americas noted the importance of natural dis-
asters in its widened security vision (OAS 2003a).132  
                                                
130 The inter-American committee for emergency situations was also set up at this time which 
consists of the ‘Chair of the Permanent Council, the Secretary General of the OAS, the Director 
of the Pan American Health Organization, the President of the Inter-American Development 
Bank, and, in due course, the Chair of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development, 
or their respective representatives’ (OAS 1995a, Art.VI), 
131 The CIDI is a body of the OAS used to promote partnerships in the member states.  
132 Inter-American Defence Board also has some influence on DRM through the provision of 
technical, advisory and educational services (OAS 2006b). 
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Attention to increasing coordination amongst the numerous institutional bodies 
within the OAS that deal with disaster risk reduction was the principal focus of a 
2005 declaration on Natural Disaster Reduction and Risk Management. In a similar 
vein to the EU’s ARGUS system, the General Assembly agreed to review the FONDEM 
and the IACNDR for the purpose of creating a ‘single permanent inter-American 
committee to address natural and other disasters’. This committee would also sub-
sume the functions of the IACSE and the IAEAC (OAS 2005b, Art.4 (b)). The follow-
ing year witnessed the first inter-American ministerial conference on sustainable 
management of which DRM was raised as a significant issue. The outcome of this 
conference was the creation of an Inter-American Program for Sustainable Develop-
ment for the period 2006-2009, with a particular focus on strengthening national 
DRM capacities (OAS 2006b, §3.3). More recently, the OAS has created a forum 
where other regional organizations working on DRM can coordinate their efforts and 
discuss best practices. Members of this forum include CDEMA, REHU, the Andean 
Community’s Comité Andino para la Prevención y Atención de Desastres (CAPRA-
DE) and the Central American Integration System’s Centro de Coordinación para la 
Prevención de los Desastres Naturales en América Central (CEPREDENAC) (OAS 
2010b). A working group comprising of the Permanent Council and the Permanent 
Executive Committee of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CEP-
CIDI) has also convened to discuss and prepare a plan of action for an increased co-
ordination role of the OAS in DRM (Ibid).  
In terms of operational capacity, Argentina’s White Helmets Initiative (WHI) and 
the Simón Bolívar Humanitarian Task Force have continued its close cooperation 
with the OAS (OAS 1995b, 2008b). The OAS has increasingly used the WHI and the 
Regional Humanitarian Volunteer Corps Network as the primary vehicle for the OAS 
to remain active in responses to natural disasters (cf. OAS 2008a, 2008b). The recip-
rocal relationship that the OAS shares with the WHI also promotes other member 
states to become more involved through various OAS declarations encouraging, for 
example, member states to set up focal points or contribute to WHI funds (Ibid, Art.4, 
6). The OAS permanent missions to member states are also called on to ‘play an active 
role in the provision of technical expertise in disaster coordination’ (OAS 2002, Art.5 
(c)). Given the critical role of first-time response to natural disasters, these missions 
should not to be underestimated in their capacity to provide assistance.  
The above description clearly indicates a growing regional concern for mitigating 
and responding to natural disasters in the Americas. This growth is most likely to 
increase in the coming years, particularly if the 14 draft resolutions on DRM for 2011 
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become a reality.133 It would have been difficult to imagine this impressive list two 
decades earlier. The OAS has since emerged as a significant regional supplier of citi-
zen protection from natural disasters, which inter alia includes a 2005 declaration on 
DRM and the continual use of regional assets, such as the WHI. 134 
Fuzzy-value construction of OAS DRM cooperation 
The OAS was already highly active in DRM cooperation in the mid 1990s, when it not 
only acknowledged the need for cooperation (0.2), but also provided preliminary in-
formation sharing (0.1), operational capacity through the White Helmets Initiative 
(0.15) and preliminary asset pooling (OAS 1991, 1995).  However, unlike many other 
regional organizations examined in this thesis, the OAS has not dramatically in-
creased from sitting just over the threshold of the set of regional DRM cooperation. 
This is due to its dependence on inter-regional DRM cooperation, such as its reliance 
on the WHI, instead of forming a central operational hub within the OAS secretariat. 
Indeed, it is only because greater attention has been directed toward standardization 
procedures recently (cf. OAS 2011b, 2011c, 2012) that its cumulative fuzzy value has 
increased to 0.75. For a more extensive overview see Annex 6.3.  
THE ECONOMIC COOPERATION ORGANIZATION 
Through trilateral cooperation between Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey the Regional Co-
operation for Development (RCD) emerged in 1964 in order to strengthen economic 
ties. In 1985 this organization was given a new lease of life as the Economic Coopera-
tion Organization (ECO). This development also ushered in seven more members in 
1992: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmeni-
stan, and Uzbekistan. The founding Treaty of Izmir, originally signed through the 
RCD in 1977, has gone through two main revisions in 1991 and again in 1996. Accord-
ing to the current Treaty, its main objectives are to promote sustainable economic 
development, cooperate in social, cultural, technical and scientific fields, promote 
                                                
133 Some examples of these resolutions include: a joint committee on disasters and defence; a 
seismic microzonification project for the construction of earthquake-resistant housing; a pro-
posal for a hemispheric disaster relief college; public and private partnerships for the 
strengthening of mechanisms to handle natural hazards; the creation of an inter-American 
network for disaster-related youth abandonment and orphanage; an expansion of the White 
Helmets Initiative; and a disease prevention plan for small island nations during emergency 
disasters (OAS 2011c). 
134 All accessible and relevant documents to OAS DRM were used to assess the fuzzy values, 
which can be seen in Annex 6.3. While there may be some missing documents, such as 
AG/RES,1803(XXXI-0/01) and AG/RES,1995(XXXIII-0/03) I am confident that the docu-
ments provide a good representation of DRM cooperation as the missing ones are, neverthe-
less, represented in the preambles of more recent documents that have been accounted for. 
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integration of the public and private sectors, increase cooperation on transport and 
communication infrastructures, develop cooperation on drug abuse and control, facil-
itate cooperation on environmental protection, and increase cultural ties among its 
member states (ECO 1996, Art.II(a-n)). Based on these goals, ECO has developed its 
capacities by creating educational and scientific institutes and an ECO Trade and De-
velopment Bank.  More recently, a programme for food security and seed supply has 
been set up to support regional agriculture; and in the area of health ECO are current-
ly working on an ECO Blood Safety Network and Drug Regulatory Network (Maroofi 
2011). 
The South-central Asian region has not been immune to natural calamities. The 
1947 earthquake in Ashgabat has been listed as one of the deadliest earthquakes rec-
orded with a death toll of 110,000 people (USGS 2011). A series of other earthquakes 
followed this tragedy such as Uzbekistan in 1966, Tajikistan in 1989, Kyrgyzstan in 
1992, Azerbaijan in 2000, Iran in 2003, and Pakistan in 2005. Other natural disasters 
that have pervaded the region include the 1970 Bhola cyclone in former East Pakistan 
and the flash floods in Turkey in 2009, causing an estimated economic loss of 70-80 
million USD (Reuters 2009). Despite the terrific economic and social costs these and 
other disasters have had on the region – which tends to be exacerbated by the low 
level of development in some of these countries – little regional cooperation has 
emerged until recently. 
ECO held its first annual conference on DRM in 2007 which also coincided with 
the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on DRM cooperation with 
the UNISDR. This document addresses areas of cooperation, including enhancing 
local capacities (ECO 2007, 2.1), promoting inter-regional, regional and sub-regional 
cooperation (Ibid, 2.3), and the exchange of information (Ibid, 3.2). Although the 
conferences are not at the ministerial level, the participants do produce a list of rec-
ommendations for submission to the ECO ministerial conferences by the ECO secre-
tariat. Considering the short time within which this policy space has emerged, the 
recommendations are fairly robust. Not only is attention placed on the exchange of 
knowledge, but also on proposals for a Regional Trust Fund for Disaster Risk Man-
agement, regional relief storage, databanks, DRM networks, and training (ECO 
2008a). A number of declarations have also been issued at the ministerial level as a 
result of the annual ECO ministerial conferences. These declarations demonstrate an 
awareness of the cost of natural disasters and specify the importance of increasing 
cooperation on emergency management.  
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The 2006 Baku Declaration endorsed the Regional Centre for Risk Management of 
Natural Disasters (ECO-RCRM) with the aim of enhancing DRM capacities in the 
member states of ECO. The origins of the Centre began with a proposal to ECO in 
2004 from the Meteorological Organization of the Islamic Republic of Iran for estab-
lishing a regional centre for risk management (ECO 2008b). This proposal then ma-
terialized in the first ECO meeting of the heads of meteorological organizations, 
whose participants prepared and agreed to a draft MoU on the establishment of the 
ECO-RCRM in 2007. A working group emerged from this meeting which established 
the statutes of the centre. It was officially established in the same year at the National 
Centre of Climatology in Mashad, Iran. The main functions of ECO-RCRM include 
disaster and risk assessment, drought monitoring and seasonal predictions, work-
shops, and training. Presently, this centre is only affiliated with ECO, with the goal of 
incorporating it into a specialized agency at a later date (ECO 2010b).135 
Despite a long history of devastating natural disasters, the ECO region has not co-
operated on DRM until recently. Since 2007, however, cooperation has developed 
steadily to a point where an operational arm of ECO DRM exists. This centre does not 
yet facilitate member states’ responses to disasters but does provide a focal point of 
disaster relief initiatives, information gathering, and knowledge sharing, which is 
complemented by the ECO conferences on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) and meet-
ings between the heads of national meteorological organizations.  
Fuzzy-value construction of ECO DRM cooperation 
Cooperation on DRM through ECO remains at a nascent level. That is, it is more out 
than in the set of regional DRM cooperation. Official declarations on the importance 
of cooperating (0.2), important information sharing initiatives (0.2) and the estab-
lishment of early warning mechanisms (0.05) define the milestones of cooperation for 
ECO. The cumulative value of these initiatives is equal to 0.45, which is just below the 
threshold of advanced regional cooperation. While there have been proposals for 
pooling assets and other more advanced forms of cooperation, they are not included 
in the sum because they have not been officially agreed upon by ECO practitioners. 
For a more comprehensive overview of ECO and the construction of the fuzzy values 
see Annex 6.3.   
                                                
135 In August 2011 Kazahstan, Kyrgystan, and Tajikstan formed an intergovernmental centre 
for disaster response and risk reduction, which is designed to improve coordination and coop-
eration in DRM (UNPAN 2012). 
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3.1.2.5. Summary 
The above tour through the field of regional DRM cooperation reveals a colourful il-
lustration of a policy space characterized by differences and similarities. These organ-
izations were measured according to five qualitative anchors designed at the begin-
ning of this section. The threshold indicator – determining whether the membership 
of a case is more in or out of the set of regional DRM – is based on the extent to which 
member states of a regional organization agree on specific operational activities. The 
nascent level of cooperation – from 0.00 to 0.50 – is defined by (1) the extent to 
which there is an awareness of the need to cooperate, and (2) the extent to which 
knowledge-sharing initiatives are proposed. The advanced level of cooperation – from 
0.50 to 1.00 – is defined by (1) the extent to which standardization measures are put 
in place, and (2) the extent to which regional ‘asset pooling’ is instigated. These quali-
tative anchors are derived from empirical knowledge of regional DRM, and the theo-
retical-based assumption that advanced cooperation will produce greater costs to 
member states. For a list of the resulting fuzzy sets for each case, see Table 3.1. 
According to the qualitative anchors, the EU, ASEAN, and CARICOM are currently 
the most developed in terms of DRM cooperation (cf. Table 3.0). They all engage in 
information sharing; they all have some form of operational capacity, and have taken 
some steps towards the standardization of DRM practices. While these organizations 
come close to owning common pool resources, none of the regional organizations 
assessed in this dissertation have developed any substantial supranational capacity in 
this domain. LAS and the OAS are also highly developed, with total values of 0.80 and 
0.75 respectively. These are followed by SADC (0.70) that is ‘more in than out’, the 
AU (0.65), and PIF (0.65), which are just above the crossover point. Lastly, ECO is 
just below the threshold (0.45) and Mercosur is ‘mostly out’ of the set (0.25). For a 
detailed account of how each value was evaluated and plotted see Annex 6.3.  
The development of DRM over time reveals a general pattern of growth over the 
36-year period. The first period, from the mid 1970s to the mid 1990s, features no 
cooperation or a nascent level of cooperation on DRM. In the 1990s three organiza-
tions broke the threshold of being more in than outside the set of advanced DRM co-
operation: the EU, CARICOM and the OAS. This development ushered in the second 
period of DRM cooperation – from the mid 1990s to the present – when a majority of 
regional organizations entered into the set. Put simply, in the 1970s there is minor 
activity on regional DRM, which is followed by a slight increase in the 1980s and 
1990s, and a major increase from the 1990s to the present.  
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This overview of the output condition emphasizes two important observations. 
First, the last decade is highly significant because a majority of regional organizations 
exceeded the threshold regardless of their long or relatively short histories as regional 
organizations. Second, this is complemented by a substantial increase in growth of all 
regional organizations from the 1990s. The reasons for these trends are now turned to 
by locating and then testing the main explanatory variables derived from neoliberal 
institutionalism. 
3.1.3. Hypothesized conditions for the emergence of regional 
DRM 
In line with the substantive and methodological assumptions derived from neoliberal 
institutionalism, four hypotheses have been formulated (cf. Chapter 2, 32). These are 
defined by four causal Conditions: interdependence, expectations, asymmetries, and 
power. 
H1.  When regional interdependence is high, DRM coopera-
tion will be highly developed   
H2.  When the expected costs of future natural disasters are 
high, DRM cooperation will be highly developed   
H3.  When the intra-regional diversity of natural disasters is 
high, DRM cooperation will be highly developed   
H4.  When intra-regional power disparities are high, DRM 
cooperation will be highly developed   
This section unpacks these hypotheses.  It locates appropriate indicators for each 
condition that can be contrasted against the outcome condition. The goal is to arrive 
at formulations of sufficient or necessary causal conditions for the emergence of re-
gional cooperation on DRM. Accordingly, regional interdependence, the degree to 
which asymmetric risks are prevalent in each region, regional expectations of future 
natural catastrophes, and the distribution of power within a region, are each de-
scribed in the following pages. 
The validity of any fsQCA analysis hinges on how the conditions are calibrated. 
This is the process of converting raw data sets into a scale between 0 and 1, where 0 
indicates full nonmembership, 1 indicates full membership, and 0.5 indicates the 
crossover point in a set. The calibration procedure for the explanatory conditions is 
based on Charles Ragin’s ‘direct method’ (2008, pp. 85-94), which demands a theo-
retical and substantive argument for the placement of three qualitative anchors which 
will represent full membership, the crossover point, and full non-membership. 
Through a mathematical procedure using the log of odds, the raw data can then be 
A rational explanation 
 
 
86 
converted into the new interval scale producing fuzzy values between 0 and 1.136 The 
extent to which a case has a high or low membership in a set can then be determined.  
The data retrieved for all of variables are also based on a time dimension from 
1970 to 2009. This period was selected for three reasons. First, it includes the entire 
period of regional DRM cooperation for the selected cases. Second, all of the cases, 
except for SADC and Mercosur, have an institutional memory that goes back at least 
to the 1970s.137 Third, a period of 40 years provides for a broader interpretation of 
events by tracing the growth or decline of each condition in relation to the emergence 
of regional DRM. These motivations provide increased variation on the conditions, 
and also minimize the chance of idiosyncratic results that may emerge in a particular 
year.  
While fsQCA remains somewhat limited when including a temporal dimension, 
this study conducts separate analyses for different time periods and compares these 
results by performing two fsQCA analyses.138 The first is calculated when each region-
al organization begins cooperation on DRM either through declarative statements or 
other more advanced forms of cooperation. This is generally made before the year 
2000. The second calculation is made when each region passes the threshold from 
‘more out than in’ of the set of regional DRM cooperation to ‘more in than out’ of the 
set. This episode is generally situated in the period after 2000.139  
The following section explains the background motivations for the selection of 
each condition, what indicators have been selected to represent each condition, and 
how the indicators are calibrated.  
                                                
136 The direct method of calibration is translated in the following formula:  degree of member-
ship = exp (log odds)/[1+exp(log odds)] (Ragin 2008a, p. 91). This is simplified by using the 
fsQCA 2.0 software (version date: January 2009), which has an automated procedure that 
translates raw data into fuzzy sets.  
137 Mercosur is the youngest regional organization selected in this analysis, which was estab-
lished in 1991. While this may conflict with other explanatory variables (such as the geopoliti-
cal power shift during the end of the Cold War), it is nevertheless selected precisely because of 
its outlier status: it does not cooperate, or cooperates at a very low level, on regional DRM. 
Mercosur’s predecessor – Programa de Integración y Cooperación Argentino-Brasileño 
(PICAB) – can also be taken into account, which began in 1986 (cf. Malamud 2003, p. 56). 
138 Some scholars have attempted to include time as a new operator in addition to AND and 
OR (cf. Caren and Panofvky 2005). The current proposal for T-QCA, however, remains in its 
infancy as it has trouble accounting for the extra logical remainders that time introduces into 
the analysis.   
139 As data for the capacity of regional organizations is scarce, this condition is only included 
for the period 2000-2009. 
A rational explanation 
 
 
87 
3.1.3.1. Motivation and selection of conditions 
The selection of conditions for explaining the emergence of DRM cooperation is in-
formed through the pragmatic prioritizing of theoretical commitments and substan-
tive knowledge. As illustrated in Chapter 2, four central and relevant causal condi-
tions were derived from neoliberal institutionalism. These material-related conditions 
are considered fundamental for determining the interests for state cooperation in 
regional DRM. These are interdependencies, expectations, asymmetries, and power. 
These conditions direct attention toward broader causal features in favour of time-
specific explanations, such as leadership or critical shocks. This does not mean, how-
ever, that the importance of agency or an attachment to methodological individualism 
is in any way reduced. Rather, the broader cost-benefit calculations that an agent 
makes, and is affected by, assumes the primary focus for the selection of explanatory 
variables in this study. 
Even if a theory-based process can reduce the number of possible variables, a bal-
ance must still be reached that does not tip the scales towards a ‘degree of freedom’ 
problem (George and Bennett 2005, pp. 28-30) or that it does not exhaust the re-
searcher’s time-limits and capacity. Accordingly, a number of variables that are not 
included in this study are briefly mentioned. First, the existing institutional landscape 
that regional DRM agreements are set within can affect the extent to which DRM is 
institutionalized. As all agreements that are investigated already exist within a re-
gional organization the importance of this variable over others is reduced. This does 
not mean that all regional organizations are homogeneous but that all DRM agree-
ments are supported by an initial institutional structure. It is, therefore, assumed that 
a certain level of cooperation, commitment, and a high level of information (trust) has 
been attained between its members. Second, policy ‘entrepreneurs’, leaders or net-
works are often given a leading role by academics in explaining the emergence of a 
new institutional policy space (Stone Sweet, Fligstein and Sandholtz 2001, p. 19). This 
variable is also omitted as the study is primarily focused on investigating the condi-
tions that motivate states to cooperate on regional DRM rather than emphasising the 
individual initiators. It is presumed that nation states – as rational actors – have a set 
of incentives that are determined by the four causal factors under investigation. In 
this sense, time-specific variables help to stimulate cooperation based on existing 
underlying conditions that can be skilfully used by the entrepreneur, but these condi-
tions must be already present for cooperation to commence. Thus, even if a regional 
secretariat is highly developed, DRM cooperation will only emerge and develop when 
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the hypothesized conditions are present. Third, one of the most well-known explana-
tions given by practitioners and academics alike, especially in the area of natural cri-
ses, is external shocks to the system. The bracketing of this variable is based on the 
assumptions mentioned above concerning time-specific explanations. The same logic 
can be also applied to explanations based on domestic preference structures that, 
while considered important, are insufficient to explain cooperation without the pres-
ence of the four hypotheses presented in this chapter. 
3.1.3.2. The inter-relationship between the conditions 
The selected conditions – interdependence, asymmetries, expectations, and power – 
are not considered autonomous but interdependent. It is hypothesized that each con-
dition is an INUS condition for the emergence of regional DRM. That is, ‘an insuffi-
cient but necessary part of a condition which is itself unnecessary but sufficient for 
the result’ (Mackie 1965, cited in Mahoney et al. 2008, p. 125). This means, for exam-
ple, that neither an interdependent group of states (Xi) nor a regional organization 
with high power disparities (Xiv) is necessary or sufficient for an outcome. Instead, 
they are both two conditions, which are part of a larger combination that is sufficient 
but not necessary for the emergence of regional DRM. This is depicted below in the 
form of a Boolean equation. The signifier (Y) represents the outcome, (Xi-iv) repre-
sents the conditions, (→) represents the correlation pathway, and the operator (∗) 
represents the logical AND function. 
Y → Xi∗Xii∗Xiii∗Xiv 
Cooperation on regional DRM (Y) is thus possible if interdependencies (Xi), expecta-
tions (Xii), asymmetries (Xiii), and power disparities (Xiv) are present.  
The reason the conditions are conceptualized as INUS conditions rather than suffi-
cient or necessary conditions is based on the logical and theory-based connections 
made between the selected conditions. For example, if there is high interdependence 
and high expectations but low power disparities, it is unlikely that states will cooper-
ate on regional DRM because there is no identifiable state or entrepreneur that has 
the capacity and incentive to coordinate regional cooperation. If interdependencies 
were low and asymmetrical risk was high, there would be no incentive to cooperate 
because the costs to each member state would not be affected by another’s loss from a 
natural disaster. These examples and others ought to become clear in the following 
section that describes the four explanatory conditions.  As the inter-relationship be-
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tween the conditions is most appropriately demonstrated through an INUS condition, 
the following INUS hypothesis is formulated as follows: 
INUS Hypothesis Interdependence, asymmetries, expectations, and 
power are insufficient but necessary parts of a con-
dition which is itself unnecessary but sufficient for 
the emergence of regional DRM cooperation 
3.1.3.3. Interdependencies 
Interdependence is often considered the key explanatory variable for collective coop-
eration. It is defined as ‘mutual sensitivity’: the ‘extent to which change in one state 
affects change in others’ (Keohane and Nye 1973, p. 160).140  Natural disasters can 
produce significant damage to the macroeconomic performance of a state (cf. Char-
vériat 2000, Bergholt and Lujala 2012). This can include temporary market destabili-
zation and falls in share prices and long-term losses in production capacities, such as 
critical damage to irrigation systems, electricity production, crops, transportation 
routes, industrial complexes, and even educational infrastructure (Charvériat 2000, 
p. 13). When these states share a high degree of intra-regional trade, neighbouring 
countries can also be heavily affected, as general exports and imports decrease as a 
result of major disasters (Gassember et al. 2010), and high trade intensity between 
countries produce transboundry affects.141 Furthermore, the societal shock of a natu-
ral disaster tends to affect consumption patterns (Lian et al. 2007) that can also cut 
across national borders. It is thus posited that when there is a high level of economic 
interdependence within a region, the likelihood of regional cooperation on DRM will 
increase in order to reduce the potential costs from natural disasters. This functional 
argument is well summed up in Keohane’s supposition that ‘insurance regimes’ will 
emerge under conditions of interdependence to insure against ‘catastrophic events’ 
(1989, p. 123).  
 
                                                
140 There is another definition of interdependence that Keohane and Nye refer to, which is 
based on ‘relative vulnerability’: ‘the relative cost of alternatives for the parties, the less de-
pendent state is the one which possesses relatively lower costs from the termination or drastic 
alteration of the relationship (1973, p. 160). The broader definition based on mutual sensitivi-
ty is used in this study. 
141 A good example of this is the damage or destruction of offshore oil industries in the Gulf of 
Mexico by Hurricane Ivan in 2004, when the daily production of 475,000 barrels of oil and 1.8 
billion cubic feet of natural gas was disrupted for a month (Stewart 2005). Another example is 
Hurricane Mitch that destroyed an estimated 50 per cent of agricultural crops in Honduras in 
1998 (Guiney and Lawrence 2000).  
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Table 3.2 Regional Symmetric Trade Introversion (STI) index: 1970-2008 
Regional Organization Symmetric trade introversion index 
 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2008 
EU 0.55 0.52 0.74 0.76 
ASEAN 0.75 0.71 0.66 0.73 
PIF 0.73 0.75 0.80 0.79 
CARICOM 0.89 0.86 0.98 0.98 
Mercosur 0.68 0.72 0.90 0.89 
SADC 0.54 0.26 0.84 0.93 
LAS 0.20 0.20 0.60 0.55 
AU 0.03 0.14 0.74 0.81 
OAS 0.69 0.63 0.72 0.75 
ECO -0.10 0.80 0.63 0.55 
Source: UNU-CRIS RISK (2011), author’s own calculations142 
The Symmetric Trade-Introversion (STI) index is used to assess the degree of eco-
nomic interdependence in a regional organization. The raw figures representing this 
source are displayed in Table 3.2. The STI index shows the relative intra-regional 
trade intensity within a regional organization. Intra-regional trade intensity, in turn, 
is measured by the ratio of intra-regional trade share to the region’s share of total 
world trade (Iapadre 2006).143 Instead of selecting the intra-regional trade share, or 
the intra-regional trade intensity index, the STI is chosen because it takes into ac-
count internal and external bias of trade and is generally considered to be the most 
appropriate indicator of trade interdependence (Hamanaka 2012).144 An internal bias 
to trade means that the intensity of trade within a region is higher than its external 
trade intensity: it has a bias to intra- and not extra-regional trade (Ibid). Additionally, 
this indicator is chosen because it can provide valuable comparisons across regions. 
Intra-regional trade share, for example, can be over-determined when a large trading 
country exists within a region even if the region does not have a trade bias (Anderson 
and Norheim 1993, cited in Hamanaka 2012, p. 3). Comparing intra-regional trade 
share across different regions would thus create an unrepresentative illustration of 
regional trade activity.  
When a regional organization has an STI indicator below zero it has an extra-
regional trade bias and when it is above zero it has an intra-regional trade bias. A fig-
ure of 1.00 is equivalent to no extra-regional trade and -1.00 is equivalent to no intra-
                                                
142 The raw STI data from the UNU-CRIS RIKS database is presented annually. In order to 
recognize broader patterns over a longer period of time the average figure from each decade 
was calculated.  
143 Intra-regional trade share is the percentage of a regional organization’s total trade (regional 
imports and exports) (Iapadre 2006).  
144 For more on the link between natural disasters and the economy see (Bergholt and Lujala 
2012).  
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regional trade. In other words, the closer the STI value is to 1 the more interdepend-
ent the region is in terms of trade.145 Taken over a 40-year period, this indicator 
demonstrates a general trend of economic interdependence before and after the es-
tablishment of regional DRM cooperation (cf. Best 1997, De Lombaerde and 
Langenhove 2005). 
The primary source used for generating the STI data comes from the UNU-CRIS 
Regional Integration Knowledge System (RIKS) platform database. It organizes the 
STI data – sourced from the United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database – 
into regional groups (UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011).146  
The two major trends in Table 3.2 depict a general increase in, and a particularly 
high level of, intra-regional trade intensity over the past 40 years.147 That is, all re-
gional organizations share a strong intra-regional trade bias. This means that even 
though over half of the cases examined in this study have less than 15 per cent intra-
regional trade share (cf. Annex 6.4), they all have a strong regional trade bias.148 In-
tra-regional trade increases in half of the cases in the 1990s, which may be due to the 
adoption of new treaties, internal restructuring, and the formalization of economic 
partnerships that came with the latest ‘wave’ of regionalism (Mansfield and Milner 
1999).149 ASEAN STI dropped in the 1990s, which may be due to the Asian financial 
crisis, and the OAS, PIF and CARICOM reveal a steady regional trade bias. ECO, on 
the other hand, is highly idiosyncratic, with an external trade bias in the 1970s and a 
high internal trade bias in the 1980s (when ECO was formed) that has increasingly 
depreciated. That is, since its creation, the intensity of trade within ECO has been 
outmatched by external trade activity. ECO is clearly the weakest trade block out of 
the 10 cases according to the STI indicator.  
 
 
 
                                                
145 For more on the technical specification of this indicator see (Iapadre 2006, Hamanaka 
2012). 
146 According to the UN statistic division, this database, notwithstanding its limitations, is the 
most comprehensive with over 1 billion records (UNcomtrade, cf. Chen and Lombaerde 2011, 
p. 5). Some limitations mentioned by the UN statistics division include: (1) confidential trade 
statistics not revealed to the UN; (2) discrepancies in country report to the UN statistical divi-
sion (based on new commodity classifications); and (3) the imports reported from one country 
do not always match the exports from the connecting country. For a fuller account see (UN-
comtrade 2010).  
147 The only exception to this is ASEAN, which has generally maintained a value around 0.70.  
148 This is according to the 2000-2008 period. Only ASEAN, the EU and the OAS share more 
than 20 per cent of their trade internally.  
149 For example, this could include the Maastricht Treaty in the EU, the reconfiguration of the 
OAU to the AU, SADCC to SADC, and the creation of Mercosur in the 1990s. 
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Table 3.3 Regional STI Index conversion to fuzzy values (fv) 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
STI fv STI STI fv STI STI fv STI STI fv STI 
EU 0.55 0.66 0.52 0.61 0.74 0.87 0.76 0.89 
ASEAN 0.75 0.88 0.71 0.85 0.66 0.80 0.73 0.87 
PIF 0.73 0.87 0.75 0.88 0.80 0.91 0.79 0.91 
CARICOM 0.89 0.95 0.86 0.94 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97 
Mercosur 0.68 0.82 0.72 0.86 0.90 0.95 0.89 0.95 
SADC 0.54 0.65 0.26 0.22 0.84 0.93 0.93 0.96 
LAS 0.20 0.16 0.20 0.16 0.60 0.73 0.55 0.66 
AU 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.11 0.74 0.87 0.81 0.92 
OAS 0.69 0.83 0.63 0.77 0.72 0.86 0.75 0.88 
ECO -0.10 0.02 0.80 0.91 0.63 0.77 0.55 0.66 
Source: UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011, fsQCA 2.0 software (breakpoints: 0.90, 0.45 and 0.00) 
The STI index provides the raw data for establishing the set of interdependence. 
The first step towards converting the interval data into fuzzy scores is to specify the 
values of the interval data with three qualitative breakpoints: ‘full membership in a 
set’ (0.95), the ‘crossover point’ (0.50) and ‘full nonmembership in a set’ (0.05) 
(Ragin 2008a, p. 85). Justified on theoretical and empirical claims, these ‘bench-
marks’ are used to rescale the interval data into fuzzy values, which is achieved 
through using the ‘estimates of the log of the odds of full membership’ (Ibid, p. 87).150 
The construction of fuzzy values from the STI index are defined below and illustrated 
in Table 3.3. 
The STI index has raw data values between -1 (indicating full extra-regional trade) 
and 1 (indicating full intra-regional trade).  The threshold that determines if a region-
al organization is in the set of interdependence is pegged at 0.45. That is, it is as-
sumed that when a regional organization’s intensity of internal trade is more than 
0.45, its internal trade bias, as an indicator of interdependence, becomes a significant 
factor for encouraging regional DRM cooperation. This, in turn, increases the likeli-
hood that its member states will form ‘insurance regimes’ to limit the liability in-
curred through natural disasters. This threshold is based on general commentaries on 
the level of interdependence. An STI value of 0.70, for example, is generally accepted 
as a representative figure of high regional interdependence (cf. Hamanaka 2012). Us-
ing this as a general base line and keeping in mind that 0.00 is equivalent to an equal 
share of intra and extra-regional trade intensity, 0.90 is equivalent to full member-
                                                
150 This direct method of calibration is translated in the following formula: degree of member-
ship = exp (log odds)/[1+exp(log odds)] (Ragin 2008a, p. 91). This fairly complicated proce-
dure is simplified by using the fsQCA 2.0 software (version date: January 2009). 
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ship in the set of interdependence, and 0.00 is equivalent to full non-membership in 
the set of interdependence.151  
3.1.3.4. Expectations 
Much implicit or explicit emphasis is often laid on the importance of past crises for 
determining current or future risk levels. For the purpose of this study it is postulated 
that when there is a continual increase in the financial costs to a region from natural 
disasters, DRM cooperation will be more likely to emerge.152 This logic is well illus-
trated in most regional DRM documents. For example, the ‘Context and Rationale’ of 
CARICOM’s 2001 ‘Strategy and Results Framework for Comprehensive Disaster 
Management’, notes the following:  
The old adage “An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure” surely applies 
to natural and technological hazards. Available information supports a high 
benefit to cost ratio for measures to mitigate or prevent damage. For example, the 
World Bank and USGS have estimated that $40 billion invested in risk reduction 
strategies could have saved as much as $280 billion in worldwide economic loss-
es from disasters in the 1990s – a $7 return for each dollar spent. 
CARICOM (2001, p. 6 original emphasis) 
This general cost-benefit calculation is a fairly common approach used both in practi-
tioner and academic settings in order to quantify the amount of state vulnerability 
(Briguglio 1995, Charvéiat 2000, Beson and Clay 2004, Mechler 2004). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
151 A value of 0.70 is interpreted as being in the set of interdependence and not the cross-over 
for full membership as there is clearly a possibility for higher interdependence. The threshold 
is consequently set at 0.90.  
152 Including social costs – the number of deaths – have been purposefully omitted as the 
number of deaths caused by transboundary disasters has continually decreased over the last 
century (EM-DAT 2010).  
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Table 3.4 Estimated regional economic losses from major natural disasters as a 
percentage of regional GDP: 1970-2007 
Regional Organization 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
EU 0.16 0.20 0.15 0.09 
ASEAN 1.27 0.26 0.45 0.27 
PIF 1.01 0.88 0.29 0.13 
CARICOM 0.33 3.75 1.19 1.73 
Mercosur 0.82 0.85 0.08 0.09 
SADC 0.22 1.41 0.06 0.08 
LAS 0.39 0.97 0.19 0.13 
AU 0.32 0.67 0.10 0.16 
OAS 0.39 0.24 0.29 0.22 
ECO 0.96 0.38 1.73 0.16 
Source: EM-DAT 2011, Lawrence and Williamson 2011, UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011, UNSTATS 
2011, author’s own calculations153 
 
The estimated costs of natural disasters in each region has been collated for the pe-
riod 1970-2010 in order to measure the level of expectations from the moment a re-
gional organization decides to cooperate up to more advanced stages of coopera-
tion.154 The raw figures presented as a percentage of regional GDP lost due to natural 
disasters are presented in Table 3.4.  
The main source of information comes from the International Disaster Database 
(EM-DAT) at the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED), Uni-
versité Catholique de Louvain. While there are certain limitations in terms of the 
quality and quantity of figures sourced from this database, it is nevertheless consid-
ered the best source of information currently available.155 Furthermore, as the data is 
used over a long period of time, general trends ought to represent a good approxima-
tion of the economic costs to each region. A missing or false datum for a particular 
year is unlikely to affect the general trend over the 40-year period. The collated fig-
                                                
153 The annual estimated costs for each member of a regional organization was sourced from 
the EM-DAT database (2011), the total estimated damage for each year was then calculated. 
This figure was then adjusted to the current USD value in 2008 (Lawrence and Williamson 
2011) and then divided by the total regional GDP (UNU-CRIS 2008, UNSTATS 2011) of a par-
ticular year, giving the percentage of regional GDP affected by natural disasters. In order to 
more clearly illustrate general trends, the average figure for each decade was calculated. The 
EM-DAT advanced search was limited to the following categories: countries of the selected 
regional organization, natural disasters occurring in the period 1970-2008, estimated eco-
nomic damages. As the regional GDP figures were only accessible up to 2007, the average for 
the last period is shorter. See Annex 6.2 for a more detailed description.  
154 Here, I assume that each member state of each regional organization is sufficiently aware of 
its own economic history and the impact disasters have had on the region’s economy, an as-
sumption of perfect information. 
155 Some of the main limitations that EM-DAT has been criticized for include: missing infor-
mation, misplaced information, and skewed data which tends to be unavoidable from some 
national sources. It has even been estimated that up to 70 per cent of disasters do not cover 
economic damages from 1996-2006. Therefore, the figures are indicative and only used to 
express general trends rather than specific and independent figures (ISDR 2006). 
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ures are limited to ‘natural disasters’, including drought, earthquake, epidemic, ex-
treme temperature, flood, insect infestation, mass movement dry, mass movement 
wet, storm, volcano and wildfires. These disasters are entered into the database only 
when one or more of the following instances occur: more than 10 people are killed, 
more than 100 people are affected, and when a state of emergency is declared or when 
a call for international assistance is made (EM-DAT 2009).  
Estimated economic damages includes infrastructure, crop and housing damage, 
as well as loss of revenues, unemployment, and market destabilization (EM-DAT 
2009). These raw figures – which represent the current value of the year of the natu-
ral disasters – were adjusted to the real value in 2008 based on the Consumer Price 
Index (Lawrence and Williamson 2011). To see the raw figures of the estimated eco-
nomic damages before adjusted to the percentage of GDP, see Annex 6.2.1. 
The per cent of estimated economic damage in relation to regional GDP for each 
year is calculated to provide a better approximation of the importance and impact 
natural disasters have on each regional organization. The figures for regional GDP are 
sourced from the UN Statistics Office. The Regional Integration Knowledge System 
(RIKS) at the UN University Institute on Comparative Regional Integration Studies 
(UNU-CRIS) is also used, which has a pre-assembled data-set for each regional or-
ganization. The data is also adjusted to the accession status of each member within a 
regional organization, on the assumption that, all other things being equal, the eco-
nomic impact of disasters from non-members of a regional organization will not have 
an effect on regional cooperation. Consequently, data for incoming members is in-
cluded from the point of their entry into the regional organization.156  
As the main source of data assesses direct economic impact, the average loss as a 
percentage of regional GDP is measured for each decade. Applying the average thus 
takes into account two indirect effects on regional economic performance. First, it 
takes into account the frequency of large disasters; the more disasters that affect a 
regional organization’s economy within a 10-year period, the higher the overall figure. 
This is in line with the general empirical finding that the higher the frequency of dis-
asters, the higher the long-term effect disasters have on economic performance (Ben-
son and Clay 2004, p. 61). The other way in which the average figure will be high is if 
there is an extreme disaster that takes out a larger percentage of regional GDP in a 
                                                
156 Note that expulsions and suspensions, such as Fiji’s suspension from the PIF in 2008, Lib-
ya’s expulsion from LAS in 2011, and Seychelles’ period of voluntary departure from SADC 
from 2003-2008, are not taken into consideration.  
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particular year. Again, it has been shown that the larger the economic impact of a 
disaster, the longer it will take for economic recovery (Mechler 2004, p. 36).  
The most surprising result from Table 3.4 depicts a general decrease in expected 
costs for a majority of the regional organizations. This is surprising because the over-
all recorded economic damages caused by natural disasters and the number of natural 
disasters over the last century has generally increased (EM-DAT 2011a, Appendix 
8.1). CARICOM is the only exception to this pattern, which has experienced an in-
crease in economic costs from major disasters over the entire 40- year period. The 
high costs are particularly apparent in the period 1980-1999, when economic costs to 
the Caribbean region exceeded 1 per cent of regional GDP eight times, with a peak of 
20.5 per cent in 1988. The main natural disaster affecting the region and accounting 
for these high damages is hurricanes. A series of large hurricanes – hurricane Joan, 
Gilbert and Debby – are presumably responsible for the peak in 1988. Other peaks, 
such as the loss of 2.29 per cent of regional GDP in 1998 can be attributed to hurri-
cane Mitch and the loss of 9.72 per cent of regional GDP in 2004 can be attributed to 
hurricane Ivan. An example of the type of damages incurred from hurricane Ivan in-
clude the destruction of 95 per cent of homes and other buildings in the Cayman Is-
lands, major power outages in Grenada, and damaged fishing and farm infrastructure 
in Cuba (Stewart 2005).  
Other regional organizations have fared comparatively well, as damages have rare-
ly exceeded 0.4 per cent of regional GDP. Major peaks near or above 1 per cent of 
GDP occurred principally in the period 1970-1990. Here, the EU peaks in the 1970s 
and 1980s may be explained by the two major earthquakes that struck Italy in 1976 
and 1980.157 The 1970s peak in the PIF is mostly due to the 1974 and 1978 storms in 
Australia, and the peak in the 1980s is primarily due to 1981 floods and droughts in 
Australia. The main natural disaster affecting the ECO region and accounting for the 
major peaks in the 1970s and the 1990s are floods in Pakistan and Iran, as well as the 
1978 earthquake in Iran. Lastly, the peak in the 1980s in the SADC may be attributed 
to the 1982 droughts in Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe, and South Africa (EM-DAT 
2011b, PreventionWeb 2012).158 For a further review of the raw data on the estimated 
economic damages to regional organization from natural disasters see Annex 6.2.  
                                                
157 Significant economic damage also occurred in Spain during 1980 from the result of 
drought. A major storm in Germany also produced significant damage in 1976 (EM-DAT 
2011).   
158 The source for this information was taken from an advanced search on the EM-DAT data-
base (2011).  
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Table 3.5 Regional estimated economic damages (EXP) conversion to fuzzy    
values (fv) 
Regional Organization 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
 EXP fv EXP EXP fv EXP EXP fv EXP EXP fv EXP 
EU 0.16 0.12 0.20 0.14 0.15 0.11 0.09 0.08 
ASEAN 1.27 0.99 0.26 0.19 0.45 0.43 0.27 0.20 
PIF 1.01 0.96 0.88 0.91 0.29 0.22 0.13 0.10 
CARICOM 0.33 0.27 3.75 1.00 1.19 0.98 1.73 1.00 
Mercosur 0.82 0.87 0.85 0.89 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.08 
SADC 0.22 0.16 1.41 1.00 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.07 
LAS 0.39 0.34 0.97 0.94 0.19 0.13 0.13 0.10 
AU 0.32 0.25 0.67 0.73 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.12 
OAS 0.39 0.34 0.24 0.17 0.29 0.22 0.22 0.16 
ECO 0.96 0.94 0.38 0.33 1.73 1.00 0.16 0.12 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b, Lawrence and Williamson 2011, UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011, UNSTATS 
2011; author’s own calculations, fsQCA 2.0 software (Breakpoints: 1.00, 0.50, 0.00).  
 
The translation of the raw data to fuzzy sets is displayed in Table 3.5. Following the 
same procedure for the level of interdependence – where three qualitative break-
points are defined and justified through existing substantive and theoretical 
knowledge – the following breakpoints are constructed for the set of expectations. 
The crossover breakpoint is pegged at 0.80 per cent of regional GDP; the breakpoint 
for full membership in the set of expectations is 1.00 per cent of regional GDP; while 
the breakpoint for full nonmembership in the set of expectations is 0.10 per cent of 
regional GDP. These figures were chosen based on previous studies that assess the 
vulnerability of national economies to natural disasters. High vulnerability, for exam-
ple, is set by Lino Brigigulio at the loss of 1 per cent of national GDP (1995, p. 1620, cf. 
Beson and Clay 2004, p. 20). As the figures in Table 3.5 are averages of the total 
amount of economic damages within a decade, continually high levels of GDP that 
exceed 0.5 per cent of regional GDP are regarded as significant for motivating states 
to cooperate on DRM.159 Figures of more than 1 per cent of regional GDP are regarded 
as severe and thus fully in the set of expectations. Conversely, when there is no loss to 
regional GDP it is considered highly unlikely that states will cooperate on DRM.160 
                                                
159 That is, more than half of what is considered highly damaging to a region.   
160 Note that even if the crossover breakpoint was shifted to a higher percentage of regional 
GDP such as 0.8, the resulting fuzzy values would not significantly change as there is a signifi-
cant difference between regional organizations with high and low values.  
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3.1.3.5. Asymmetric risk 
When the estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters are consistently 
asymmetrical, it is hypothesized that states will be more likely to cooperate on re-
gional DRM. That is, ‘insurance regimes’ will only emerge if there is a high degree of 
diversity throughout the region in terms of transboundary disasters (Keohane 1989, 
p. 123, cf. Snidal 1985, p. 929). In order to prevent one state gaining relative to anoth-
er by not being exposed to a natural disaster, all states will be likely to invest in a 
common insurance scheme. This scheme will help to mitigate the effects of a disaster 
if the costs of disasters are asymmetrical for all member states (Jervis, cited in Keo-
hane 1989, p. 130).  
Table 3.6 The coefficient of variation of estimated economic damages: 1970-
2009 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
EU 212 236 115 194 
ASEAN 121 130 172 137 
PIF 395 362 348 366 
CARICOM 228 193 166 160 
Mercosur 192 113 132 123 
SADC 316 310 157 183 
LAS 236 305 203 259 
AU 306 444 354 452 
OAS 337 317 466 520 
ECO 157 125 203 210 
Source: author’s own calculations, cf. Annex 6.5, Table 3.5161 
 
Presented as the coefficient of variation of estimated economic costs, the extent to 
which each regional organization has a history of asymmetrical natural disasters is 
depicted in Table 3.6. The coefficient of variation of estimated economic damages in 
the 10 regional organizations can be interpreted in the following manner: the higher 
the value, the more asymmetrical is the estimated economic damages of a particular 
region. Conversely, the lower the values, the more symmetrical are the estimated eco-
nomic damages across member states of a regional organization. To be clear, this 
does not take into account the number of natural disasters affecting a regional organi-
zation, but the estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters over a 10-
year period. By drawing on the data set for the expectation hypothesis, the Standard 
Deviation (SD) is first calculated, and is then divided by the mean to produce a coeffi-
cient of variation (CV). The SD is helpful for showing the distribution of economic 
                                                
161 These figures were calculated from the data set for the expectations hypothesis (Table 3.4, 
cf. Annex 6.5).   
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costs within a region in relation to the mean; the larger the SD the wider the distribu-
tion. The CV expresses the ratio of the SD to the mean, which provides for a more 
coherent comparison between regions as the CV does not rely on a single mean (cf. 
UCLA 2012). In order to establish a general pattern of (a)symmetrical risk across 
time, the total economic damage from each country in a regional organization is cal-
culated for each decade. The CV is then calculated for each decade from the 1970s to 
the 2000s. For a more comprehensive overview of how the CV was calculated see An-
nex 6.5.  
The general trend for all regional organizations is that they share asymmetrical 
risk. This is particularly the case for regional organizations that have a high number 
of member states, such as the AU and the OAS. It is also interesting to note that the 
principal reason for the high asymmetries in most regional organizations is often due 
to one or two countries that take up a majority of the estimated costs in a region. In 
the last two decades, for example, Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey account for 95 per cent 
of estimated economic damages for ECO; the US accounts for 86 per cent in the OAS; 
Algeria and Egypt account for 56 per cent in the AU; South Africa and Mozambique 
account for 58 per cent in SADC; Australia accounts for 90 per cent in the PIF; Argen-
tina and Brazil account for 96 per cent in Mercosur; Italy, France and Germany ac-
count for 55 per cent in the EU; South Yemen, Algeria, Oman and Egypt account for 
63 per cent in LAS; the Philippines and Indonesia account for 63 per cent in ASEAN; 
and the Bahamas, Jamaica, and St Kitts and Nevis account for 62 per cent in 
CARICOM (cf. Annex 6.5). 
It is also worth pointing out that many of these countries tend to be highly active in 
instigating regional DRM. This phenomenon correlates with the theoretical assump-
tion that insurance regimes will emerge with high asymmetries, where a country will 
attempt to share risk in order to reduce economic costs (Keohane 1989, p. 123). For 
example, Italy takes up an astounding 44 per cent of the total economic costs from 
natural disasters in the EU over the last 40 years. It is also Italy that has been the 
main protagonist in creating the EU community mechanism on civil protection 
(Wendling 2011) and has also been one of the most proactive members to cooperate 
on civil protection training and operations (Hollis 2010, pp. 58, 75). ECO also offers a 
similar example, where Iran has taken a leading role in creating the Regional Centre 
for Risk Management (ECO 2008c). This additional observation is addressed in the 
following explanation on power disparity.  
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Table 3.7 Asymmetric risk (AYS) conversion to fuzzy values (fv) 
Regional Organization 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
 AYS fv AYS AYS fv AYS AYS fv AYS AYS fv AYS 
EU 212 0.72 236 0.76 115 0.54 194 0.69 
ASEAN 122 0.55 130 0.57 172 0.65 137 0.58 
PIF 395 0.92 362 0.90 348 0.89 366 0.90 
CARICOM 228 0.75 193 0.69 166 0.64 160 0.63 
Mercosur 192 0.69 113 0.53 132 0.57 123 0.55 
SADC 316 0.86 310 0.85 157 0.62 183 0.67 
LAS 236 0.76 305 0.85 203 0.71 259 0.79 
AU 306 0.85 444 0.95 354 0.89 452 0.95 
OAS 337 0.88 317 0.86 466 0.96 520 0.97 
ECO 157 0.62 125 0.56 203 0.71 210 0.72 
Source: fsQCA 2.0 software (Breakpoints: 458, 98, 0), cf. Table 3.6.  
The fuzzy values for the set of asymmetrical risk are presented in Table 3.7. The 
conversion from the raw data set in Table 3.6 is determined by three qualitative 
breakpoints: full membership, the cross over point and full nonmembership in the set 
of asymmetric risk. The following hypothetical scenario helps to explain and justify 
these breakpoints. If a regional organization has 21 member states – the average 
number of the 10 cases examined in this thesis – and if one of the member states ac-
counted for 100 per cent of the total regional estimated economic damage, the CV 
would be 458 per cent.162 This is representative of very high asymmetries and conse-
quently marks the breakpoint for full membership in the set of asymmetries. At the 
other extreme, if more than half of the member states (11 out of 21) equally share the 
total regional estimated economic costs from natural disasters, a CV of 98 per cent is 
produced. Based on the theoretical assumption that if all members of a regional or-
ganization are equally affected by a catastrophic event there will be no motivation to 
cooperate (Keohane 1989, p. 123), 98 per cent represents the crossover point. As any 
figure below 98 will be more symmetrical than asymmetrical it qualifies as being 
more out than in the set of asymmetrical risks. A CV of 0 per cent consequently repre-
sents the breakpoint for non membership in the fuzzy set.  
3.1.3.6. Intra-regional power disparity  
If the relationship between power and interdependence is an important determinant 
for international cooperation (Keohane 1989, p. 105), it follows that the power ine-
                                                
162 This would change slightly depending on the values of the other member states. Here, 10 
other member states account for 1 per cent each and the remaining states account for 0 per 
cent.  
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qualities nested within a regional organization will also have an effect on the out-
come. This idea was popularized by Walter Mattli who talks of ‘regional paymasters’ 
that provide the capacity and leadership for regional policy implementation (1999). 
By incorporating this notion into regional DRM cooperation, it is posited that when a 
powerful country within a regional organization has a high incentive to cooperate on 
DRM, cooperation will be more likely (cf. Stone 2009, p. 33). This also means that 
when there is no regional paymaster or when there is a regional paymaster that has a 
low incentive to cooperate on regional DRM, the likelihood of cooperation is low.163  
Table 3.8 Intra-regional Power Disparity (IPD): 1970-2008 
Regional  
organization 
Multiplication of regional share of GDP and  
per cent of estimated economic damages 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2008 
EU 2036 1562 1314 1276 
ASEAN 2252 2050 2305 1885 
PIF 8413 7795 7525 7969 
CARICOM 489 1018 800 1158 
Mercosur 6696 4901 3431 5732 
SADC 6 1730 2744 2662 
LAS 491 816 579 562 
AU 168 1221 934 913 
OAS 5168 4883 6295 6933 
ECO 1540 4542 3252 1523 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b, World Bank 2012, cf. Annex 6.6.  
Based on these theoretical assumptions, the indicator for assessing the asymmetry 
of intra-regional power is based on the multiplication of the percentage share of a 
member state’s GDP (power) and the percentage share of economic damages caused 
by natural disasters (incentive). By multiplying these percentages together, a final 
score is given that reflects the extent to which both power and a high incentive base 
are located within a minority of countries. The higher the score, the more power is 
concentrated in one country. For example, the regional paymaster in the OAS is the 
US, which accounts for 91 per cent of economic damages in the region and 76 per cent 
of regional GDP (2000s). The US thus contributes to 99.6 per cent of the total score 
of 6933 for the OAS. On the other extreme is LAS, where power is more evenly spread 
out. The highest percentage of economic damage from natural disasters is contributed 
to Algeria, which accounts for approximately 9 per cent of the region’s GDP, while 
                                                
163 Keohane argues that these entrepreneurs are necessary for international cooperation in 
regimes. However, this will only come about if (1) the entrepreneur gains through cooperation 
and (2) the organizational costs to the entrepreneur will be lower than the anticipated gains 
(Keoahne 1989, p. 112). 
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Qatar has the highest percentage of GDP but has not incurred any recorded costs 
from natural disasters. The League of Arab States receives a total score of 562 in the 
2000s period. These and other values can be viewed in Table 3.8 and a full county-
specific overview of intra-regional power disparities in Annex 6.6. 
The percentage of GDP is taken from the World Bank’s online database, which lists 
all country-specific GDP data from 1970 to 2008. Using the GDP as an indicator for 
power is particularly useful as this not only provides an indicator of material-based 
power, but also provides some indication as to the possible material capacity a re-
gional organization will have in DRM cooperation. In order to match this power 
against country-specific motivation for cooperating on DRM, the percentage of eco-
nomic damage caused by natural disasters is sourced from the EM-DAT database. As 
with the previous asymmetries condition, the estimated damages for each country 
within a region is selected and the percentage for each country calculated. The aver-
age for each decade was then calculated to provide recognizable trends. For a more 
comprehensive overview of these calculations see Annex 6.6.  
The raw values represented in Table 3.8 emphasize three regional organizations 
that clearly have a regional paymaster: the OAS, PIF and Mercosur. As briefly dis-
cussed above, the US is the major power holder in the OAS. Australia is the main 
power holder in the PIF and accounts for approximately 86 per cent of regional GDP 
and 91.9 per cent of estimated economic damages in the period 2000-2008. In Mer-
cosur, Brazil takes up the lion’s share of 79 per cent of regional GDP and 64.6 per cent 
of economic damages. At the other end of the extreme are LAS and CARICOM that 
hold fairly low scores over the 40 year period. In the middle are the EU, ECO, 
ASEAN, and SADC, which either contain rising paymasters or small coalitions of 
powerful states.  
It is worth noting that if small coalitions were possible between a minority of coun-
tries instead of a single paymaster, the EU, ECO, and ASEAN would receive consider-
ably larger values. The combination of the UK, France, Germany, and Italy, for exam-
ple, accounts for approximately 72.9 per cent of estimated damages and 63.3 per cent 
of regional GDP in the EU in the period 2000-2008. The Philippines, Thailand and 
Indonesia in ASEAN account for higher combined values of 59.7 per cent of economic 
damage and 64 per cent of regional GDP. Finally, Turkey and Iran combine to pro-
duce a total of 76.4 per cent of estimated costs and 63.1 per cent of regional GDP. 
SADC, on the other hand, has a more evenly spread of GDP and economic disasters, 
although South Africa is certainly a rising paymaster as it holds 39 per cent of eco-
nomic damages and accounts for 64.9 per cent of regional GDP.   
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Table 3.9 Intra-regional Power Disparity (IPD) conversion to fuzzy values (fv) 
Regional organization 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2008 
Multi fv IPD Multi fv IPD Multi fv IPD Multi fv IPD 
EU 2036 0.36 1562 0.24 1314 0.19 1276 0.18 
ASEAN 2252 0.42 2050 0.36 2305 0.44 1885 0.32 
PIF 8413 0.96 7795 0.94 7525 0.94 7969 0.95 
CARICOM 489 0.07 1018 0.14 800 0.11 1158 0.16 
Mercosur 6696 0.90 4901 0.78 3431 0.62 5732 0.85 
SADC 6 0.04 1730 0.28 2744 0.53 2662 0.52 
LAS 491 0.08 816 0.11 579 0.08 562 0.08 
AU 168 0.05 1221 0.17 934 0.12 913 0.12 
OAS 5168 0.81 4883 0.78 6295 0.88 6933 0.91 
ECO 1540 0.23 4542 0.75 3252 0.60 1523 0.23 
Source: fsQCA 2.0 software (Breakpoints: 8100, 2500, 100), cf. Table 3.8, Annex 6.6. Multi = 
Multiplication. 
As with the other conditions assessed in this thesis, the extent to which each region 
holds a favourable systemic environment for DRM cooperation is translated into 
fuzzy values by establishing three breakpoints between full membership, crossover, 
and full non membership in the set of intra-regional power asymmetries. The break-
point that determines full membership in this set is a value of 8,100. This is based on 
the hypothetical situation were one country holds 90 per cent of a region’s GDP and 
the percentage of economic damages caused from natural disasters. Instead of 100 
per cent, 90 per cent was chosen because it is highly unrealistic that a regional organ-
ization would exist if only one member was contributing the full amount of GDP. The 
crossover point is pegged at a value of 2,500, which is derived from a condition in 
which more than 50 per cent of GDP and estimated costs are invested in a minority of 
countries within a regional organization. Full nonmembership is pegged at 100. This 
represents a condition where countries within a regional organization contribute less 
than 10 per cent of regional GDP and estimated damages. Again, 0 was not chosen, as 
this would be highly unlikely for a functioning regional organization. These values are 
displayed in Table 3.9.  
3.2. Testing the edifice  
The results of this study begin with an individual summary and analysis of the four 
explanatory conditions, their relationship to the outcome, and whether they corrobo-
rate with the hypotheses as independent conditions. As this section makes clear, none 
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of the conditions are necessary for the emergence of regional disaster risk coopera-
tion. This finding directs attention to what combination of conditions are sufficient 
for the outcome; hence, the possibility of an INUS condition. These issues are ad-
dressed for emerging or nascent DRM cooperation after 1975, and advanced coopera-
tion on regional DRM cooperation. The differences between the two time periods are 
then examined in order to critically assess the robustness of the selected causal condi-
tions, as the level of the causal conditions ought to correspond to the increase in DRM 
cooperation.  
3.2.1. An independent comparison of the explanatory and out-
come conditions 
The following section analyses each hypothesis independently by comparing each 
explanatory condition against the outcome condition. This procedure helps to identify 
any fully necessary of sufficient conditions that can explain the emergence of regional 
DRM cooperation.  
3.2.1.1. Interdependence and regional DRM  
To what extent does the interdependence hypothesis corroborate with the outcome 
condition (DRM)? The hypothesis states that: when regional interdependence is 
high, DRM cooperation will be more highly developed. The empirical findings ques-
tion the explanatory value of interdependence as an independent condition, but stop 
short of rejecting it, as it still holds potential value in a configurational analysis and 
offers some insight into regional DRM cooperation in last period of investigation 
(2000-2009).  
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Table 3.10 Fuzzy-set comparison of interdependence (STI) and DRM: 1970-2009 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
 STI DRM STI DRM STI DRM STI DRM 
EU 0.66 0.00 0.61 0.40 0.87 0.65 0.89 0.90 
ASEAN 0.88 0.30 0.85 0.30 0.80 0.30 0.87 0.90 
PIF 0.87 0.35 0.88 0.35 0.91 0.35 0.91 0.65 
CARICOM 0.95 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.97 0.70 0.97 0.90 
Mercosur 0.82 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.95 0.00 0.95 0.25 
SADC 0.65 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.93 0.30 0.96 0.70 
LAS 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.45 0.73 0.45 0.66 0.80 
AU 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.30 0.87 0.30 0.92 0.65 
OAS  0.83 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.86 0.55 0.88 0.75 
ECO 0.02 0.00 0.91 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.66 0.45 
Source: UNU-CRIS RISK 2011, cf. Table 3.1, 3.3, Annex 6.2.3, 6.3. 
Table 3.10 provides a comparison between the interdependence condition (STI) 
and the outcome condition (DRM). The outcome condition is based on a cost-benefit 
calculation and is measured through five indicators of ascending cooperation, begin-
ning with collective declarations and knowledge sharing activities (nascent coopera-
tion), and ending with regional operational capacities and collective asset sharing 
(advanced cooperation).164 The interdependence variable is based on the regional 
Symmetric Introversion Trade (STI) index which measures the relative intensity of 
trade within a region and whether there is a bias to intra- or extra-regional trade (cf. 
UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011).  
The main outcome from the initial comparison between interdependence and re-
gional DRM is that interdependence is a trivial necessary condition for the emergence 
of regional DRM in the period 1970-2000. In the last decade, however, interdepend-
ence provides a stronger correlation with the level of DRM cooperation as a sufficient 
condition. The interdependence condition is necessary in the period 1970-2000 be-
cause the STI fuzzy values (interdependence) are predominantly higher than the out-
come condition, i.e., it is always present when the outcome occurs. It is trivial because 
the distance between the STI fuzzy value and the outcome condition is particularly 
large. This means that the coverage, or the extent to which the explanatory condition 
explains the outcome, is low. Indeed, a majority of cases in the period 1970-2000 run 
against the expectation that if interdependence is high, then the level of regional 
DRM cooperation will also be high. This is most clearly represented in the 1970s 
when a minority of regional organizations cooperate on DRM, yet a majority have a 
strong bias toward intra-regional trade.  
                                                
164 For a more comprehensive overview of the five categories of cooperation and the outcome 
values see Annex 6.3. 
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Viewed in isolation, the 2000s are a more convincing time period, where a majori-
ty of regional organizations provide fuzzy values that are more in than out of the sets 
of DRM cooperation and interdependence. In comparison to the 1970s, which have a 
consistency rate of 100 per cent and a coverage of 11 per cent, the fuzzy value compar-
ison of this period provides a consistency rate of 88 per cent and a coverage of 82 per 
cent. Consistency is defined as ‘the degree to which the empirical evidence is con-
sistent with the set theoretic relation in question’ (Ragin 2009, p. 108, original em-
phasis).165 Coverage is defined as the proportion of membership of the outcome con-
dition that can be explained by the explanatory condition (Ragin 2008b, p. 86).166 The 
high consistency and coverage rates mean that interdependence can moderately ex-
plain why regional DRM cooperation generally increased to an advanced level in the 
2000 period, but provides an unsatisfactory explanation for the previous three dec-
ades of DRM cooperation.  
The outliers to this general pattern – LAS and the AU in the 1980s, and the EU, 
LAS and ASEAN in the 2000s – show lower levels of interdependence than the ex-
pected level of cooperation: a sufficient but not necessary condition for the outcome. 
As the difference in fuzzy values between DRM and interdependence is marginal for 
the EU and ASEAN, these cases are not considered problematic outliers, but closer to 
a sufficient and necessary condition for DRM cooperation. The 2000s fuzzy values for 
LAS, and the fuzzy values for the AU and LAS in the 1980s, are more difficult to ex-
plain because there is a greater distance between the level of DRM cooperation and 
expected levels of interdependence. While interdependence only appears as a suffi-
cient condition in three out of the 40 cases (4 time periods times 10 regional organi-
zations), it does question why these regional organizations would invest in a higher 
level of DRM cooperation when there is a relatively smaller incentive (informed 
through interdependence). Taking this into consideration, and its general lack of ex-
planatory power, interdependence is disqualified as a fully necessary condition as it 
does not satisfactorily explain the emergence of regional DRM independently. To be 
sure, this does not mean that it ought to be rejected as an explanatory condition, as it 
can still play an important role in a configurational analysis as a possible INUS condi-
tion. The remaining three conditions outlined in this chapter are now turned to.    
                                                
165 Consistency is expressed in the following formula: (Xi ≤ Yi) = ∑ [min Xi, Yi] ∑ (Xi). The 
operator ‘min’ stands for the lower of the two values; Xi stands for the degree of membership 
in the causal combination; and Yi is the degree of membership of the outcome condition 
(Ragin 2008a, p. 134). The function of assessing necessary conditions in the fsQCA 2.0 soft-
ware was used as a more efficient manner to arrive at these values.  
166 Coverage is calculated by ‘dividing the sum of consistent membership in the solution term 
by the sum of membership in the outcome’ (Ragin 2008b, p. 86). 
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3.2.1.2. Expectations and regional DRM  
‘Expectations’ is a condition designed to portray the economic costs of major natural 
disasters in the region. It is assumed that when expectations increase the level of co-
operation on DRM ought to follow. This is expressed in the following hypothesis: 
when the expected costs of future natural disasters are high, DRM cooperation will 
be highly developed. The findings do not agree with the level of expectations. In con-
trast to the interdependence condition, expectations tend to explain more in the 
1970s and the 1980s than the 1990s and 2000s. Its explanatory value generally de-
creases over time.  
Table 3.11 Fuzzy-set comparison of expectations and DRM: 1970-2009 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
 EXP DRM EXP DRM EXP DRM EXP DRM 
EU 0.12 0.00 0.14 0.40 0.11 0.65 0.08 0.90 
ASEAN 0.99 0.30 0.19 0.30 0.43 0.30 0.20 0.90 
PIF 0.96 0.35 0.91 0.35 0.22 0.35 0.10 0.65 
CARICOM 0.27 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.98 0.70 1.00 0.90 
Mercosur 0.87 0.00 0.89 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.08 0.25 
SADC 0.16 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.07 0.30 0.07 0.70 
LAS 0.34 0.00 0.94 0.45 0.13 0.45 0.10 0.80 
AU 0.25 0.00 0.73 0.30 0.08 0.30 0.12 0.65 
OAS  0.34 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.22 0.55 0.16 0.75 
ECO 0.94 0.00 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.12 0.45 
Source: EM-DAT 2011, Lawrence and Williamson 2011, UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011, UNSTATS 
2011, fsQCA 2.0 software (Breakpoints: 1.00, 0.50, 0.00), cf. Tables 3.1 and 3.5, Annex 6.3, 
6.2.3.  
 
Table 3.11 provides a comparison between the expectations conditions (EXP) and 
the outcome condition (DRM). The raw data used to express the level of expectations 
are based on the percentage of previous estimated economic damages caused by natu-
ral disasters as a percentage of regional GDP. Once collated these figures were then 
translated into fuzzy values by re-organizing the raw figures according to three quali-
tative breakpoints reflecting whether a regional organizations is in, out, or on the 
threshold of, the set of expectations.167 The fuzzy values for the outcome condition are 
based on five quantitative thresholds that are informed through a cost-benefit logic; 
each threshold represents a cumulative cost to the member state (cf. Annex 6.3).  
                                                
167 Determined by empirical and theoretical knowledge, the breakpoint for full membership in 
the set of expectations is pegged at 1 per cent of regional GDP, the breakpoint for the crossover 
point is pegged at 0.5 per cent, and the breakpoint for full non membership is pegged at 0 per 
cent. For a comprehensive overview of the fuzzy values for DRM see Annex 6.3.  
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The correspondence between expectations and DRM in the period 1970-1979 is 
moderately good, whereby 6 out of 10 cases provide a close match between the level of 
DRM cooperation and expected levels of expectations. That is, the EU, CARICOM, 
SADC, LAS, the AU, and the OAS have a low level of expectations and low or non-
existing levels of DRM cooperation. While expectations is a fully necessary condition 
for this period (100 per cent consistency rate), it has a trivial coverage of 12 per 
cent.168 Put differently, four cases – ASEAN, PIF, Mercosur, and ECO – have very 
high levels of expectations, but exhibit low or non-existing levels of DRM cooperation. 
In the following three decades the expectations condition generally decreases as co-
operation in DRM increases. This means that the expectations condition turns from a 
trivial necessary condition in the 1970s to a trivial sufficient condition in the 2000s. 
Indeed, the triviality – understood as large distances between the explanatory and 
outcome condition – is a common feature throughout the entire period of investiga-
tion. Six cases in the 1980s depict very high levels of expectations and low levels of 
DRM cooperation. CARICOM, PICAB (Mercosur’s predecessor), and SADCC have 
EXP fuzzy values between 0.89 and 1.00 and no DRM cooperation. While there were 
relatively less inconstancies in the 1990s, in the 2000s a majority of cases depict high 
levels of DRM cooperation and low levels of expectations.   
The main finding is that expectations is not a fully necessary or fully sufficient 
condition to independently explain the outcome. This directs attentions to the value, 
and possible combinations of, other conditions that may provide for sufficient or nec-
essary conditions.  
3.2.1.3. Asymmetric risk and regional DRM  
The extent to which each member state of a regional organization incurs economic 
damages from natural disasters over time is assumed to motivate states to cooperate 
on DRM. This statement is based on the following hypothesis: when the intra-
regional diversity of natural crises is high, DRM cooperation will be highly devel-
oped.  The main findings show that asymmetries are a necessary yet trivial condition 
for the period 1970-1990. The following two decades, however, reveal that its ex-
planatory power increases.  
                                                
168 As noted in the previous section, coverage indicates how much of the outcome can be ex-
plained by each solution term (Ragin 2008b, p. 85) and consistency is the ‘degree to which the 
empirical evidence is consistent with the set theoretic relation in question’ (Ragin 2009, p. 
108, original emphasis). 
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Table 3.12 Fuzzy-set comparison of asymmetric risk and DRM: 1970-2009 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
 AYS DRM AYS DRM AYS DRM AYS DRM 
EU 0.72 0.00 0.76 0.40 0.54 0.65 0.69 0.90 
ASEAN 0.55 0.30 0.57 0.30 0.65 0.30 0.58 0.90 
PIF 0.92 0.35 0.90 0.35 0.89 0.35 0.90 0.65 
CARICOM 0.75 0.00 0.69 0.00 0.64 0.70 0.63 0.90 
Mercosur 0.69 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.55 0.25 
SADC 0.86 0.00 0.85 0.00 0.62 0.30 0.67 0.70 
LAS 0.76 0.00 0.85 0.45 0.71 0.45 0.79 0.80 
AU 0.85 0.00 0.95 0.30 0.89 0.30 0.95 0.65 
OAS  0.88 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.96 0.55 0.97 0.75 
ECO 0.62 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.72 0.45 
Source: fsQCA 2.0 software (Breakpoints: 458, 98, 0), cf. Table 3.7, Annex 6.3; 6.5. 
Table 3.12 compares the asymmetry condition (AYS) and the outcome condition 
(DRM) as fuzzy values. The asymmetry condition is measured by calculating the coef-
ficient of variation from the estimated economic damage incurred from each member 
of a regional organization. The higher the value the more asymmetric the financial 
risk. These raw figures were then translated into fuzzy values based on three qualita-
tive breakpoints that determine the extent to which a regional organization is in, out, 
or near the threshold of, the set of asymmetrical risk. The outcome condition is based 
on five quantitative thresholds that reflect an increasing cost to the member states (cf. 
Annex 6.3).   
The first two decades under review depict asymmetries as a strong necessary con-
dition. However, as all cases are more in than out of the set of asymmetries, and more 
out than in the set of regional DRM cooperation, the explanatory condition is trivial. 
The 1990s and the 2000s reveal an increase in the coverage of asymmetric risk, which 
means that it can more accurately explain DRM cooperation.169 While some con-
sistency is lost – such as the EU and CARICOM in the 1990s – it remains at a fairly 
high level: 98 per cent in the 1990s and 88 per cent in the 2000s. The results from the 
final two decades under investigation disqualify asymmetrical risk as a fully necessary 
condition. Furthermore, as asymmetries have not dramatically increased or decreased 
over the last 40 years its triviality in the 1970s and 1980s questions its correlational 
strength to regional DRM. Keeping this in mind, asymmetric risk can still have an 
important explanatory power in a configurational explanation.   
                                                
169 The coverage increased from 48 per cent in the 1990s to 82 per cent in the 2000s.  
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3.2.1.4. Intra-regional power disparity and regional DRM 
This explanatory condition is based on the presumption that a certain amount of ca-
pacity in terms of material wealth must be relatively located in one member of a re-
gional organization (paymaster). When this member state also has a high incentive to 
cooperate on DRM, the likelihood that cooperation will emerge is high. This is formu-
lated in the following hypothesis: When intra-regional power disparities are high, 
DRM cooperation will be highly developed. The general findings show that intra-
regional power disparity is not a fully necessary or sufficient condition for the emer-
gence of regional DRM cooperation.  
Table 3.13 Fuzzy-set comparison of Intra-regional Power Disparities (IPD) and 
DRM: 2000-2009 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
 IPD DRM IPD DRM IPD DRM  IPD DRM 
EU 0.36 0.00 0.24 0.40 0.19 0.65 0.18 0.90 
ASEAN 0.42 0.30 0.36 0.30 0.44 0.30 0.32 0.90 
PIF 0.96 0.35 0.94 0.35 0.94 0.35 0.95 0.65 
CARICOM 0.07 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.11 0.70 0.16 0.90 
Mercosur 0.90 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.62 0.00 0.85 0.25 
SADC 0.04 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.53 0.30 0.52 0.70 
LAS 0.08 0.00 0.11 0.45 0.08 0.45 0.08 0.80 
AU 0.05 0.00 0.17 0.30 0.12 0.30 0.12 0.65 
OAS  0.81 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.88 0.55 0.91 0.75 
ECO 0.23 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.23 0.45 
Source: EM-DAT 2011, World Bank 2012, cf. Tables 3.8, 3.9, Annex 6.6. 
Table 3.13 compares Intra-Regional Power (IPD) disparities with the level of DRM 
cooperation (DRM). In order to measure the level of IPD the percentage of estimated 
economic costs from each member of a regional organization was multiplied by their 
percentage share of regional GDP. The higher the value the more that material power 
and the incentive to cooperate on DRM are located in a minority of countries. These 
raw figures were then translated into fuzzy values based on three qualitative bench-
marks that determine the extent to which a regional organization is in or out of the set 
of intra-regional power disparities. The outcome condition is constructed through a 
careful analysis of regional DRM agreements according to five qualitative thresholds 
that reflect the increasing costs of cooperation for member states. The higher the 
fuzzy value, the more it costs for member states to cooperate. 
The full period of investigation, from 1970 to 2009, reveals a high number of in-
consistencies between the explanatory and outcome condition. This is most apparent 
in the 1990s and 2000s when LAS, for example, had a low power disparity yet a high 
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level of cooperation, and Mercosur had a high level of power disparity yet a low level 
of DRM cooperation. A higher percentage of cases tend to confirm the hypothesis in 
the 1970s and 1980s. Here, LAS, the AU, ECO, and ASEAN, for example, have a low 
or non-existing level of DRM cooperation which also matches a low level of power 
disparity. Yet, a number of outliers in this period reduce its explanatory power, such 
as the high level of power disparity of the OAS, Mercosur, and PIF. As intra-regional 
power disparity is generally below accepted levels of consistency and coverage, it is 
neither a fully sufficient nor fully necessary condition.170 This does not, however, dis-
qualify it from being a part of a configurational explanation, which is turned to in the 
following section.  
3.2.1.5. Summary 
Testing the four hypotheses on an individual basis reveals a low level of corrobora-
tion. None of the explanatory conditions were fully necessary or sufficient for explain-
ing the emergence of DRM cooperation. 
Table 3.14 Number of cases that confirm the independent hypotheses  
Time Period Interdependence Expectations Asymmetries Power 
1970-1989 3 6 0 7 
1980-1989 3 4 0 6 
1990-1999 3 8 2 3 
2000-2009 8 3 8 3 
Total 17 21 14 19 
Total per 
cent 
42.5  52.5  35  47.5  
Source: Tables 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13 
Table 3.14 depicts the number of cases that confirm the hypotheses for each time 
period. When a case displays expected fuzzy values according to the level of regional 
DRM cooperation it can be said to have (loosely) confirmed with the hypotheses. Con-
firmation is thus granted when a case has a low membership in the set of regional 
DRM cooperation and a low membership in the set of interdependence, expectations, 
asymmetries, or power disparity.171 The total number of cases that corroborate are 
divided by the total possible number of positive outcomes (40) to give a percentage of 
cases each condition could explain. This is displayed in the lower rows in Table 3.14. 
                                                
170 Generally accepted levels are above 75 per cent (Ragin 2008a, p. 136).  
171 The reverse also corroborates with the hypotheses: when a case expresses fuzzy values that 
are more out than in the set of regional DRM cooperation and also more out of the set of a 
given explanatory condition.  
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The overall results illustrate that the explanatory conditions can explain half or 
less than half of the given cases. Although the explanatory conditions in the period 
after 2000 tend to offer a stronger explanation – particularly interdependence and 
asymmetrical risk – this is still only half of the cases. Even if the conditions could 
fully explain DRM cooperation after 2000, it would still be difficult to understand 
why the previous three decades could not be appropriately explained. Given the find-
ing that none of the explanatory conditions can independently explain the emergence 
of regional DRM cooperation, the following section employs a logical minimization 
calculus to investigate the extent to which the conditions can provide an adequate 
configurational explanation.  
3.2.2. A configurational analysis of the explanatory and outcome      
conditions 
It was posited earlier in this chapter that each explanatory condition would be neither 
necessary nor sufficient for the outcome. Instead, it was hypothesized that a combina-
tion of all four conditions was ‘an insufficient but necessary part of a condition which 
is itself unnecessary but sufficient for the result’ (Mackie 1965, cited in Mahoney et al. 
2008, p. 125). This so-called INUS condition translates into the following proposi-
tion: cooperation on regional DRM (Y) is possible if interdependencies (Xi), expecta-
tions (Xii); asymmetries (Xiii) and power (Xiv) are present. This is expressed in the 
formula Y→ Xi∗Xii∗Xiii∗Xiv.172 Translated into the causal and outcome conditions 
this formula is: DRM→ STI∗EXP∗ASY∗IPD.  
The INUS condition is tested in this section by (1) analysing the possible combina-
tions of conditions when each regional organization began to cooperate on DRM and 
(2) analysing the possible combination of conditions when each regional organization 
reached an advanced level of cooperation, i.e., when each regional organization cross-
es the threshold to being more in than out of the set of DRM cooperation. It is as-
sumed that the explanatory conditions will increase in value with the outcome. 
According to fuzzy-set logic, the following calculus is made in order to determine 
and verify how a combination of conditions can provide an explanation for the out-
come. First, in order to determine the extent to which a combination of explanatory 
conditions is a subset or a superset of the outcome all possible combinations are listed 
                                                
172 The signifier (Y) represents the outcome; (Xi-iv) represents the conditions; (→) represents 
the correlation pathway; and the operator (∗) represents the logical AND function. 
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in rows. For this analysis, which includes both the presence and absence of the four 
explanatory conditions, a total of 16 rows are possible.  
Second, the empirically relevant combinations are identified.173 When the values of 
the explanatory combination are consistently more than the outcome condition, they 
can be said to be a superset of, or a necessary condition for, the outcome. The neces-
sary condition is only valid, however, when the distance between the outcome values 
and the explanatory combination is small; the greater the distance, the more trivial 
the condition is for explaining the outcome.174 In other words, when the coverage is 
low it can explain much but is unspecific. The sufficiency of the combinations can also 
be assessed by identifying combinations that hold values that are consistently lower 
than the outcome condition, that is, a subset of the outcome. When the consistency 
scores are high they are said to pass the set-theoretic consistency cut-off point (Ibid, 
p. 135).175 A substantial consistency score is considered to be more than 75 per cent 
(Ragin 2008a, p. 136). 
Third, the combinations that are consistent are then simplified using Boolean al-
gebra to produce a solution for the outcome.176 This process of Boolean minimization 
is based on the following rule:  
If two Boolean expressions differ in only one causal condition yet produce the 
same outcome, then the causal condition that distinguishes the two expres-
sions can be considered irrelevant and can be removed to create a simpler, 
combined expression.  
Ragin (2008b, p. 38) 
The strategy one takes when dealing with logical remainders – the possible condi-
tions that are not accounted for empirically – determines the complexity or parsimo-
ny of the outcome. When the logical remainders are not included in an analysis the 
‘most complex solution’ is achieved, and when logical remainders are subject to coun-
                                                
173 With 10 cases and 4 explanatory conditions, it is difficult to fill all possible combinations of 
conditions. The logical remainders can be dealt with either through a counterfactual analysis – 
which produces parsimonious and intermediate solutions – or by choosing not to incorporate 
the logical remainder, which produces a most complex solution.  
174 While the cut-off point for coverage ought to be drawn on a substantive and theoretical 
basis, any figure below 75 per cent is generally considered to be increasingly trivial (Ragin 
2008a, p. 136). 
175 Consistency is expressed in the following formula: (Xi ≤ Yi) = ∑ [min Xi, Yi] ∑ (Xi). The 
operator ‘min’ stands for the lower of the two values; Xi stands for the degree of membership 
in the causal combination; and Yi is the degree of membership of the outcome condition 
(Ragin 2008a, p. 134).  
176 For example, there might hypothetically be a consistent combination for low DRM coopera-
tion expressed as: ~IPD∗EXP+~IPD∗~EXP ≤ ~DRM. This can be reduced to an intermediate 
solution (~IPD∗(EXP+~EXP) ≤ ~DRM) and finally to a simplified form: ~IPD ≤ ~DRM. In 
order to reduce any risk of miscalculations, the fsQCA 2.0 software performs these algebra 
simplifications.  
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terfactual analysis, a ‘most parsimonious solution’ is achieved. An ‘easy’ counterfactu-
al is the theoretical and substantial assertion that a logically possible combination of 
explanatory conditions would, or would not, produce the outcome.177 For example, it 
can be argued that according to the case selection criteria, a regional organization 
that does not have an intra-regional trade bias (not interdependent) would be unlike-
ly to exist.178 However, as this statement is based on a theoretical assumption – that 
no interdependence will make DRM cooperation highly unlikely – it would obfuscate 
the results of the analysis if the aim of this chapter is to test the theoretical assump-
tions of neoliberal institutionalism. Given this position, inserting ‘easy’ counterfactu-
als are not included. However, including all logical remainders as potential counter-
factuals can still be useful for identifying a possible parsimonious solution in addition 
to the complex solution (cf. Ragin 2008a, p. 173).  
 The following section is divided into three main categories. The first analyses the 
extent to which there is a general systemic threshold that needs to be passed in order 
to motivate states to cooperate on regional DRM. The explanatory conditions are thus 
compared to the level of cooperation when each regional organization began to coop-
erate on DRM, which is generally at the nascent level of cooperation. The second sec-
tion repeats the same analysis for when DRM passes the threshold from a nascent to 
an advanced level. That is, when states agree to cooperate at the operational level in 
addition to information sharing (cf. Annex 6.3). The purpose of this second analysis is 
to test whether the explanatory conditions hold continual power in explaining the 
emergence of DRM cooperation from a nascent to an advanced level. This is based on 
the assumption that as the incentive structure changes, the level of cooperation will 
also increase. The third section looks at the general increase or decrease in the level of 
explanatory conditions over the full period of investigation, from 1970-2009. This 
serves the purpose of verifying and cross-checking the importance of the conditions 
in explaining the outcome, where it is expected that a similar trend in the outcome 
and explanatory conditions will occur over time.   
                                                
177 In contrast, a ‘hard’ counterfactual is the assertion that despite pre-given theoretical as-
sumptions, an explanatory condition is argued to be (un)necessary for the outcome (Ragin 
2008a, p. 162).  
178 The scope conditions of the selection of cases are confined to multi-dimensional regional 
organizations. This excludes organizations such as NATO or the Shanghai Cooperation Organ-
ization that are organized around security issues. 
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3.2.2.1. Nascent DRM 
The nascent level of regional DRM cooperation, which corresponds to the level of 
DRM cooperation when each regional organization began to cooperate, is defined by 
the extent to which each regional organization officially declares the need to cooper-
ate and instigates knowledge sharing and information exchanges on DRM activities. 
That is, the membership in the set of DRM cooperation is low (≤0.5). It is shown here 
that a weak combination of interdependence, expectations and asymmetrical risk can 
explain the outcome for a nascent level of DRM cooperation.  
Table 3.15 Nascent regional disaster management cooperation 
Regional 
 Organization 
Year STI 
 
fv 
STI 
EXP fv 
EXP 
ASY fv 
ASY 
IPD fv 
IPD 
fv  
DRM 
EU  1982-
1987 
0.60 0.73 0.08 0.07 120 0.55 1499 0.22 0.25 
ASEAN 1971-
1976 
0.76 0.89 1.10 0.97 146 0.60 2506 0.51 0.30 
PIF 1970-
1975 
0.72 0.86    1.18   0.98  381 0.91 8228 0.96 0.35 
CARICOM 1985-
1990 
0.93 0.96 4.48 1.00 200 0.70 1219 0.17 0.45 
Mercosur 2004-
2009* 
0.88 0.95 0.14 0.10 191 0.68 7908 0.95 0.25 
SADC 1994-
1999 
0.83 0.93 0.07 0.07 225 0.74 3793 0.67 0.30 
LAS 1982-
1987 
0.27 0.23 0.73 0.80 388 0.92 28 0.04 0.45 
AU 1980-
1985 
-0.13 0.02 1.08 0.97 546 0.98 1237 0.17 0.30 
OAS  1986-
1991 
0.65 0.79 0.14 0.10 423 0.94 5618 0.84 0.10 
ECO 2001-
2006 
0.51 0.60 0.22 0.16 222 0.74 1886 0.32 0.45 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b, UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011, World Bank 2012, cf. Tables 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 
3.13. * The available values for the STI, EXP and ASY are from the period 1970-2008. A small-
er number of years are thus used to acquire the average for cases that include values past 
2008.179 
 
Table 3.15 depicts the raw figures from the four explanatory conditions and their 
corresponding fuzzy values according to each qualitative breakpoint.180 The raw fig-
ures were taken from the average value of the preceding five year period before the 
establishment of regional DRM cooperation. The purpose of this is to provide for a 
more general figure that would presumably have had the most direct relevance for the 
                                                
179 The raw ITS value for AU, for example, is based on the average from 2004-2008 rather 
than 2004-2009. 
180 As expressed earlier in this chapter, these breakpoints are based on substantive and theo-
retical arguments. The breakpoints for the interdependence condition (STI) is 0.90, 0.45, 
0.00. The breakpoints for the expectations condition (EXP) is 1.00, 0.50, 0.00. The break-
points for the asymmetrical risk condition (ASY) is 458, 98, 0. The breakpoints for intra-
regional power disparity (IPD) is 8100, 2500, 100.  
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member states of a regional organization. A period of five years also reduces possible 
biases from an idiosyncratic year that could potentially misconstrue the results. The 
main sources of information for the raw data come from the EM-DAT, UNU-CRIS 
RIKS, and World Bank databases. The outcome condition (DRM) is constructed by a 
total of five different categories of cooperation that are based on an ascending cost-
benefit calculation (cf. Annex 6.3). The nascent level – representing a fuzzy value be-
tween 0 and 0.49 – is defined by whether an organization unofficially (0.1) or official-
ly (0.2) declares the need to cooperate, and the extent to which information sharing 
initiatives are instigated (0.1-0.2). An additional value can be added if limited opera-
tional capacities are proposed, such as a reinsurance scheme to aid in the recovery 
from natural disasters (0.1-0.2). The DRM fuzzy values in the far-right column repre-
sent the level of cooperation from the moment each regional organization began to 
cooperate on DRM. The interdependence explanatory conditions is sourced from the 
STI index; the expectations condition (EXP) is sourced from the EM-DAT database 
and based on past estimated economic damages; asymmetrical risk (ASY) is the coef-
ficient of variation of the estimated economic damages; and intra-regional power dis-
parities are calculated using the percentage of regional GDP share and the percentage 
of costs to each member state of a regional organization.181 
The general findings from Table 3.15 reveal that a majority of the conditions are 
present when regional DRM cooperation emerges, however there is little consistency 
or coverage throughout the cases. Asymmetrical risk is the only necessary condition 
for regional DRM cooperation (DRM←AYS) as all of the values are higher than the 
outcome condition. That is, asymmetrical risk is a super-set of the outcome condi-
tions. However, as the coverage is only 41 per cent, its power of explanation is signifi-
cantly low as it can explain much but with little specificity; it cannot independently 
explain DRM cooperation.  
The strongest sufficient configuration reveals that low membership in DRM is a 
product of low membership in interdependence, expectations, asymmetrical risk, and 
symmetrical power: 
Most complex solution: DRM → STI ∗ EXP ∗ ASY ∗ ∼IPD182 
                                                
181 For a more comprehensive overview of these conditions please refer to their individual sub-
sections in this chapter.  
182 The direction of the arrow signifies if the condition is sufficient (DRM→) or necessary 
(DRM←). The sign (∗) signifies logical AND and (∼) signifies the negation of a fuzzy value.  
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This complex formula can be further reduced if the logical remainders are subject 
to a minimization process, whereby the necessary condition (ASY) is removed from 
the equation (DRM→STI∗EXP∗∼IPD). While the complex or parsimonious formula 
comes close to confirming the hypothesized INUS condition, it is a trivial explanation; 
the solution coverage is 47 per cent and the consistency is 77 per cent. In other words, 
there are too many inconsistencies or outliers in the configuration to provide for an 
adequate explanation. The main outliers that reduce the coverage and consistency 
below acceptable levels are ASEAN, PIF, and CARICOM. These regional organizations 
are more in than out of the set of interdependence, expectations, asymmetries, and 
power.183 While PIF may be explained by the excessive weight Australia brings to the 
fuzzy values compared to the majority of small island states, and while CARICOM’s 
position can be partly explained by its rapid development in DRM cooperation in the 
following year (1991), the case of ASEAN is still difficult to explain. Why would a re-
gion with high levels of interdependence, high expectations, high levels of asymmetric 
risk and high levels of power disparity choose to maintain a low level of regional DRM 
cooperation?  
If the DRM fuzzy values were negated, a highly convincing combination of explan-
atory conditions emerges to explain DRM cooperation.184 The most ‘complex solution’ 
– that does not use logical remainders – is expressed in the following statement: re-
gional DRM is a product of high membership in the set of interdependence and 
asymmetrical risk (DRM→ STI∗ASY).185 These conditions are sufficient but not nec-
essary to explain the emergence of DRM cooperation. The negation of the outcome 
condition demonstrates that the explanatory conditions hold values that are generally 
too high to adequately explain DRM cooperation. This means that the hypothesized 
INUS condition is not only reduced to two or three explanatory conditions, but these 
conditions also lack significant coverage and consistency.  
A further unexpected result is that power symmetries tend to explain more than 
power asymmetries. The independent hypothesis on power disparity posits that the 
more material-related power is concentrated in a member state, the more likely coop-
eration would eventuate. However, this is only the case if the same state also has a 
large incentive to cooperate based on their regional share of economic damages 
                                                
183 Note that the level of power for CARICOM does not conform to this general pattern.  
184 Negation involves the inversion of a fuzzy value. For example, a value of 0.25 would be 
negated to a value of 0.75. 
185 This formula has a solution coverage of 77 per cent and a consistency of 92 per cent. The 
‘most parsimonious’ solution is that interdependence is a sufficient but not necessary condi-
tion for regional DRM cooperation (DRM→STI). This has a solution coverage of 82 per cent 
and a solution consistency rate of 81 per cent.  
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caused by natural disasters. This is not the case, as a condition favouring a wider 
spread of power and incentives is more likely to produce regional DRM cooperation. 
Instead of only including a single regional paymaster, it is also likely that a small coa-
lition of high-risk countries will provide the appropriate conditions for DRM coopera-
tion. Indeed, it is fairly easy to locate a small number of countries that share a majori-
ty of power and economic damages from natural disasters. This includes, for example, 
France, Germany, the UK, and Italy in the EU; Pakistan, Iran, and Turkey in ECO; 
Algeria, Zimbabwe, Nigeria, and Madagascar in the AU; and Indonesia, the Philip-
pines, and Thailand in ASEAN.  
Table 3.16 Risk coalitions in nascent regional DRM 
Regional Organization  
Year  
 
IPD 
 
fv IPD 
 
fv DRM Paymaster Risk  
Coalition186 
n.a EU 1982-1987 6023 0.87 0.25 
n.a ASEAN 1971-1976 7877 0.95 0.30 
PIF n.a 1970-1975 8228 0.96 0.35 
n.a CARICOM 1985-1990 3027 0.57 0.45 
Mercosur n.a 2004-2009 7908 0.95 0.25 
SADC n.a 1994-1999 3793 0.67 0.30 
n.a LAS 1982-1987 286 0.06 0.45 
n.a AU 1980-1985 4131 0.71 0.30 
OAS n.a 1986-1991 5618 0.84 0.10 
n.a ECO 2001-2006 8564 0.96 0.45 
Source: EM-DAT 2011, World Bank 2012, fsQCA 2.0 (breakpoints: 8100; 2500; 100) cf. Annex 
6.3, Table 3.1. 
Table 3.16 depicts the possible coalitions that might provide a more convincing ex-
planation for regional DRM. The Intra-Regional Power (IPD) disparity for coalitions 
of four or fewer countries is derived by adding the percentage of the combined share 
of GDP and percentage of economic costs to the three or four most affected and afflu-
ent members of a regional organization. These two percentages are then multiplied. 
The resulting value is then added to the values produced by repeating the same pro-
cedure individually for all other member states in a regional organization. These raw 
figures were then subjected to the same qualitative breakpoint classification used in 
the previous section on determining the membership of a regional organization in the 
                                                
186 The EU coalition consists of Germany, France, the UK and Italy. The ASEAN coalition con-
sists of Indonesia, the Philippians and Thailand. The CARICOM coalition consists of Jamaica, 
St Lucia and Barbados. The LAS coalition consists of Algeria, Tunisia and Saudi Arabia. The 
AU coalition consists of Zimbabwe, Nigeria, Algeria and Madagascar. The ECO coalition con-
sists of Pakistan, Turkey and Iran.  
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set of power disparity (8100 for full membership; 2500 for the crossover point; and 
100 for full nonmembership). When the combined raw values that produce an indica-
tor of power disparity are joined into a coalition of three or four countries, the fuzzy 
values increase so that all cases have a high membership in the set of power dispari-
ties (see Table 3.16). The only and major exception to this is LAS, which means that 
the explanatory condition cannot be claimed as a fully necessary condition for region-
al DRM cooperation. Indeed, even if LAS were not included, the coverage would still 
be too low for intra-regional power disparity to independently and convincingly ex-
plain the outcome.  
In summary, neoliberal institutionalism provides a weak systemic explanation for 
the emergence of nascent regional DRM, as the INUS hypothesis does not fully ex-
plain the empirical results. Even an adjustment of the scope conditions of the explan-
atory condition on power disparities does not achieve the expected results. Keeping 
this in mind, a combination of interdependence, expectations and asymmetries does 
explain a majority of cases, albeit with a fairly low coverage.  
The following section further tests the INUS condition when the level of regional 
DRM crosses the threshold in the set of regional DRM cooperation.  
3.2.2.2. Advanced DRM 
This section analyses the extent to which combinations of explanatory variables can 
explain why states increased DRM cooperation levels to an advanced state. That is, 
when a regional organization is more in than out of the set of regional DRM coopera-
tion (≥ 0.5). This analysis is based on the assumption that if regional DRM coopera-
tion develops from a nascent to an advanced level of cooperation, the systemic condi-
tions hypothesized in this chapter ought also to increase. In contrast to nascent coop-
eration, which is primarily concerned with information sharing and joint declarations 
of intent, an advanced level also includes operational capacities, transboundary 
standardization of procedures, and the pooling of assets. The more developed the 
cooperation, the higher the relative costs and benefits are to each member state. 
The outcome of this analysis reveals that the hypothesized INUS condition – that a 
combination of interdependence, expectations, asymmetrical risk, and large power 
disparities are necessary conditions for a sufficient explanation – is not corroborated. 
Instead a high membership in the set of interdependence and asymmetrical risk is 
consistent for providing a sufficient explanation for the development of regional 
DRM.  
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Table 3.17 Advanced regional disaster management cooperation 
Regional  
Organization 
Year (+5) STI fv  
STI 
EXP fv  
EXP 
ASY fv  
ASY 
IPD fv 
IPD 
fv 
DRM 
EU  1989-1994 0.71 0.85 0.15 0.11 130 0.57 1450 0.21 0.65 
ASEAN 2000-2005 0.73 0.87 0.25 0.18 208 0.71 2174 0.40 0.55 
PIF 2000-2005 0.80 0.91 0.16 0.12 444 0.95 7379 0.93 0.65 
CARICOM 1986-1991 0.94 0.96 4.51 1.00 200 0.70 1127 0.15 0.70 
SADC 1996-2001 0.88 0.95 0.14 0.10 190 0.68 2492 0.49 0.55 
LAS 2006-2011 0.55 0.66 0.16 0.12 306 0.85 318 0.06 0.80 
AU 2004-2009 0.80 0.91 0.05 0.06 284 0.82 858 0.11 0.65 
OAS  1989-1994 0.69 0.83 0.36 0.30 548 0.98 7109 0.92 0.55 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b, UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011, World Bank 2012, cf. Tables 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 
3.13, Annex 6.3.187  
 
Table 3.17 depicts the raw and fuzzy values of the four explanatory conditions and 
the fuzzy values for the outcome condition. The explanatory conditions are based on 
the five years prior to the establishment of an advanced form of regional DRM coop-
eration in order to reduce statistical biases and inconsistencies. It is also assumed 
that the immediate time period leading up to the establishment of advanced DRM 
would be the most important for decision-makers. The main sources for constructing 
the raw data come from the EM-DAT (2011), UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011), and the World 
Bank (2012) databases. The raw data has also been adjusted to a fuzzy-set scale be-
tween 0 and 1, which is determined by substantive and theoretical based qualitative 
breakpoints.188 The outcome condition is based on the first value a regional organiza-
tion reaches when it crosses the threshold of 0.5. The main sources for constructing 
the fuzzy values for the outcome condition come from official regional agreements 
and texts on DRM (cf. Annex 6.3, Table 3.1). There are three conditions that deter-
mine the value of the outcome condition in an advanced state (more in than out of the 
set of regional DRM cooperation). The first and most important condition concerns 
operational activity: when a regional organization decides to directly respond to or 
facilitate future crises with a specific set of capacities. A value of more than 0.1 from a 
maximum of 0.2 determines if the regional organization crosses the threshold. The 
next condition is based on the extent to which DRM practices are standardized (0.1-
                                                
187 Note that the figures for LAS are based on the percentage of estimated damages in the peri-
od 2006-2009 and the average percentage of regional GDP share from 2006-2010. 
188 The breakpoints for the interdependence condition (STI) are 0.90, 0.45, 0.00. The break-
points for the expectations condition (EXP) are 1.00, 0.50, 0.00. The breakpoints for the 
asymmetrical risk condition (ASY) are 458, 98, 0. The breakpoints for intra-regional power 
disparity (IPD) are 8100, 2500, 100. For more on how these breakpoints were arrived at 
please consult the individual section on the explanatory conditions.  
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0.2) and the final condition concerns the extent to which a regional organization ac-
quires pooled assets for DRM.189 
The general results reveal that there is no observable necessary condition for the 
development of regional DRM as there is no consistent subset of the outcome. How-
ever, a combination of sufficient conditions can be found, which is expressed in the 
following formula: 
Most complex solution: DRM → STI ∗ ASY ∗ ~IPD + STI ∗ ASY ∗ ~EXP190  
This is translated as: DRM is a product of high membership in the set of interdepend-
ence (STI) and asymmetrical risk (AYS) and intra-regional power symmetry (IPD) or 
high membership in the set of interdependence (STI) and asymmetrical risk (AYS) 
and not expectations (EXP). This formula was arrived by a minimization process 
based on a high consistency (≥75) of empirically relevant combinations of the explan-
atory conditions.191 It is clear that the hypothesized INUS condition is modified. In-
stead of confirming the necessity of all four conditions, the most complex solution 
(that admits all logical remainders) shows that interdependence and asymmetrical 
risks are necessary parts of a sufficient condition for regional DRM.  The overall solu-
tion coverage for the abovementioned formula is 96 per cent and the solution con-
sistency is 85 per cent.192 
The expectation condition (EXP) is negated because the inverted values of all cases 
except for CARICOM would produce a more likely explanation for regional DRM. 
This means that states are unlikely to cooperate on regional DRM based on previous 
economic costs to the region. As the general level of expectations – measured as a 
percentage loss of regional GDP over time – has decreased over the last 40 years, this 
condition has become less important. As illustrated in the previous analysis on the 
                                                
189 For a comprehensive overview of the sources for each explanatory and the outcome condi-
tion please consult the individual sections above. Also see Annex 6.3.  
190 The direction of the arrow signifies if the condition is sufficient (DRM→) or necessary 
(DRM←). The sign (∗) signifies logical AND, (+) signifies logical OR, and (∼) signifies the ne-
gation of a fuzzy value. 
191 As expressed above, the minimization process is based on the standard rule as expressed by 
Charles Ragin: ‘If two Boolean expressions differ in only one causal condition yet produce the 
same outcome, then the causal condition that distinguishes the two expressions can be con-
sidered irrelevant and can be removed to create a simpler, combined expression’ (Ragin 
2008b, p. 38). 
192 If the formula were split into the two possibilities, the first (DRM → STI ∗ ASY ∗ ~IPD) has 
a raw coverage of 74 per cent and a consistency of 95 per cent. The second possibility or ‘caus-
al recipe’ (DRM → STI ∗ ASY ~EXP) has a raw coverage of 82 per cent and consistency of 83 
per cent. As there is little difference in these two recipes – one slightly excels in specificity and 
the other in coverage – and as the same two conditions are found in both, interdependence 
and asymmetrical risk are highlighted as the most influential conditions.  
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nascent level of regional DRM, expectations fared only slightly better in offering a 
suitable explanation, where expectations was part of a sufficient combination of con-
ditions that had a low level of consistency and coverage. CARICOM is the only outlier, 
which can be explained by its particular geographical position that is regularly affect-
ed by hurricanes. The extreme economic damages that these produce, and the in-
crease in their frequency due to global warming, provide an independent explanation 
for CARICOM. Viewed over the entire 40-year period under review, expectations 
would be classified as a necessary condition.  
The intra-regional power disparity condition is also negated in the most complex 
formula. This tends to be a common trend across the entire 40-year period of investi-
gation, as the previous analysis on nascent DRM illustrates. Like the former analysis, 
risk coalitions can also be drawn from a number of the regional organizations. A risk 
coalition is defined by when a minority of countries make up a majority of the esti-
mated economic costs (incentive structure) and the regional share of GDP (power).   
Table 3.18 Risk coalitions in advanced regional DRM 
Regional Organization  
Year (+5) 
 
IPD 
 
fv IPD 
 
fv DRM Paymaster Risk Coalition193 
n.a EU  1989-1994 5554 0.84 0.65 
n.a ASEAN 2000-2005 4890 0.78 0.55 
PIF n.a 2000-2005 7379 0.93 0.65 
n.a CARICOM 1986-1991 3204 0.59 0.70 
SADC n.a 1996-2001 2492 0.49 0.55 
n.a LAS 2006-2011 1718 0.27 0.80 
n.a AU 2004-2009 3479 0.63 0.65 
OAS n.a 1989-1994 7109 0.92 0.55 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b, World Bank 2012, fsQCA 2.0 (breakpoints: 8100, 2500, 100) cf. An-
nex 6.3, Table 3.1.  
If the regional organizations that do not have a recognizable paymaster form small 
coalitions between four or fewer countries that share the majority of costs from natu-
ral disasters, and if the same states also hold the capacity and power to orchestrate 
regional cooperation on DRM, then the importance of power as an explanatory varia-
ble increases. Table 3.18 illustrates how these figures would change from a majority of 
cases with a low membership in power disparities to a majority of cases with a high 
membership. The raw values (IPD) are calculated by first adding the combined share 
of GDP and percentage of economic costs from the three or four most affected and 
                                                
193 The EU coalition consists of Germany, France, the UK, and Italy. The ASEAN coalition 
consists of Indonesia, the Philippines, and Thailand. The CARICOM coalition consists of Ja-
maica, St Lucia, and Barbados. The LAS coalition consists of Algeria, Sudan, Oman, and Saudi 
Arabia. The AU coalition consists of Sudan, South Africa, Algeria and Madagascar. 
A rational explanation 
 
 
123 
affluent members of a regional organization. These two percentages were then multi-
plied to produce a value that was then added to the values produced by repeating the 
same procedure individually for all other member states in a regional organization. 
The raw figures were then reconfigured according to an ordinal scale between 0 and 1. 
This was done by setting three qualitative breakpoints (8100 for full membership, 
2500 for the crossover point, and 100 for full non membership).194  
The result produced from this adjustment reveal that intra-regional power dispari-
ties is not a necessary condition for DRM, but it does function as a part of a combina-
tion for a sufficient condition. The re-formulation of the minimization of empirically 
relevant combinations of explanatory conditions is: 
Most complex solution: DRM → STI ∗ ASY ∗ ∼EXP + STI ∗ ASY ∗ IPD 
This formula is translated as: DRM is a product of the high membership in the set of 
interdependence and asymmetrical risk and not expectations or high membership in 
the set of interdependence, asymmetrical risk and intra-regional power disparities. As 
the expectations condition can be removed, the first ‘causal recipe’ is the most parsi-
monious as DRM can be explained with only two of the four explanatory conditions. 
However, for a slightly more accurate explanation the adjusted intra-regional power 
condition improves the overall solution coverage and consistency. The first causal 
recipe (DRM → STI ∗ ASY) has a coverage of 82 per cent and a consistency rate of 83 
per cent. The second recipe (DRM → STI ∗ ASY ∗ IPD) has a coverage of 84 per cent 
and a consistency rate of 86 per cent. While both causal pathways lead to the out-
come, the inclusion of intra-regional power disparities is useful for increasing the 
accuracy of the causal configuration. Keeping this in mind, intra-regional power dis-
parities are not a necessary part of the combination of interdependence and asym-
metrical risk for explaining DRM.  
In summary, the evaluation of a more fully developed form of regional DRM coop-
eration is more in tune with theoretical expectations. While the empirical findings do 
not corroborate with the hypothesized INUS condition, a more parsimonious INUS 
condition emerges that emphasizes the combination of interdependence and asym-
metrical risk as necessary parts of a sufficient condition for the outcome. The adjust-
ment to the power disparity condition to include risk coalitions also provides an al-
ternative causal pathway. Finally, the level of expectations fails to explain coopera-
tion.  
                                                
194 The raw figures for the percentage of economic costs can be reviewed in Annex 6.2.3 and 
the GDP statistics can be retrieved from World Bank (2012). 
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If both the nascent and the advanced analyses on DRM cooperation are consid-
ered, then the interdependence and the asymmetrical risk explanatory conditions 
prove to be the most consistent over the entire 40 year period. However, as these two 
conditions were below acceptable consistency and coverage levels for the analysis on 
the nascent level of cooperation, it is also important to take the growth or decline of 
these explanatory conditions into consideration. 
3.2.2.3. Time and causal conditions  
This section assesses the extent to which the explanatory conditions increased or de-
creased over the period of investigation. This exercise helps to confirm whether the 
combination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk are sufficient conditions for 
regional DRM cooperation. If, for example, the level of these explanatory conditions 
does not increase or decrease over time, their power of explanation is significantly 
reduced as the conditions ought to be able to explain the full emergence of DRM co-
operation. The added value of this sub-section thus highlights the extent to which 
each case can be explained by the conditions over time.  
Table 3.19 Increase in the explanatory values from nascent to advanced regional 
DRM cooperation 
RO Year  fv STI fv EXP fv ASY fv IPD 
  N A % N A % N A % N A % 
EU 1982- 
1989 
.73 .85 16.4 .07 .11 57.1 .55 .57 3.6 .22 .21 -4.6 
ASEAN 1971- 
2000 
.89 .87 -2.3 .97 .18 -81.4 .60 .71 18.3 .51 .22 -56.9 
PIF 1970-
2000 
.86 .91 5.8 .98 .12 -87.8 .91 .95 4.4 .96 .93 -3.1 
CARICOM 1985-
1986 
.96 .96 .0 1.0 1.0 .0 .70 .70 .0 .17 .15 -11.8 
SADC 1994-
1996 
.93 .95 2.2 .07 .10 42.9 .74 .68 -8.1 .67 .49 -26.9 
LAS 1982-
2006 
.23 .66 187 .80 .12 -85 .92 .85 -7.6 .04 .06 50 
AU 1980-
2004 
.02 .91 4450 .97 .06 -93.8 .98 .82 -16.3 .17 .11 -35.3 
OAS  1986-
1989 
.79 .83 5 .10 .30 200 .94 .98 4.3 .84 .92 9.5 
Total mean percentage 
between nascent and 
advanced DRM 
583.0 -6.0 -0.2  -10.0 
Total mean percentage 
from 1970s-2000s 
230.0 -20.6 -1.6  175.8 
Source: Annex 6.7, Tables 3.15, 3.17. Note: RO signifies Regional Organization; N signifies the 
Nascent level of DRM cooperation; A signified Advanced level of DRM cooperation; % signi-
fies the percentage change between N and A (rounded to third decimal place). 
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If the combination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk are sufficient condi-
tions for the development of (advanced) regional DRM, it is presumed that these con-
ditions would have had to increase from a nascent level of DRM cooperation. In order 
to test this assumption, the percentage difference of the conditions between nascent 
and advanced forms of cooperation has been calculated (Table 3.19). The percentage 
difference is derived from the fuzzy values in Tables 3.15 and 3.17. The fuzzy values 
are prioritized over the raw data because it has a single numerical dimension between 
0 to 1 and covers a general trend between decades, limiting biased or idiosyncratic 
results that could emerge with raw data. Mercosur and ECO are not included, as they 
have not yet reached an advanced stage of regional DRM cooperation. The total mean 
percentage of all cases is displayed in the lower row of Table 3.19 and the total mean 
percentage change of the conditions from the 1970s to the 2000s is displayed in the 
lowest row in Table 3.19. The calculation and raw figures for the latter percentages 
can be viewed in Annex 6.7.  
The findings reveal that interdependence is the most robust condition for explain-
ing regional DRM in conjunction with asymmetrical risk. All cases either remain or 
crossover the threshold of high membership in the set of interdependence, which 
produces a percentage increase of 583 per cent between nascent and advanced level of 
DRM cooperation. Put differently, interdependence becomes more important over 
time for explaining DRM cooperation in conjunction with asymmetrical risk. The lat-
ter condition remains a necessary part of a sufficient condition (INUS) for the out-
come, however it is generally weaker or has a lower coverage for explaining the out-
come. There is no strong correlation with the rise of DRM and asymmetrical risk. It 
should be noted that the AU and the OAS also over-determine the increase in inter-
dependence over time. If these two cases were hypothetically removed, a more con-
stant trend would result, which would mean that, while important, the INUS condi-
tion (DRM → STI ∗ ASY) becomes more trivial for explaining regional DRM. Keeping 
this in mind, an increase in the interdependence condition over the entire 40-year 
period of investigation does convey a substantial increase of 230 per cent. This corre-
lation, between the rise of DRM cooperation and the general rise of regional interde-
pendence in most cases, tends to confirm the explanatory power of interdependence.  
The expectation condition fares less well as it suffers from a decrease of 6 per cent 
from a nascent to an advanced level of regional DRM and a general decrease of 20.6 
per cent over the 40-year period of investigation. If expectations based on the prior 
economic costs to a region generally decrease over time, it is surprising that states 
would choose to cooperate on regional DRM if the perceived benefits continually de-
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preciate. This finding agrees with the fuzzy-set analyses on advanced regional DRM 
cooperation, generally disconfirming the importance of the condition for the emer-
gence of DRM. If there is an inverse correlation between the development of DRM 
cooperation and expectations, then the limited explanatory power of expectations for 
the emergence of DRM is confirmed.  
The decrease in the power disparity condition between the nascent and advanced 
level of DRM cooperation also goes against theoretical expectations. Instead of de-
creasing, it was expected that the development of DRM cooperation would be partly 
the result of a clear intra-regional power disparity. While this is the case for some 
regional organizations, it does not explain all cases. However, if the percentage 
changes of the adjusted fuzzy values of risk coalitions are included, a general increase 
of 38 per cent results.195 This means that a correlation can be observed between the 
development of regional DRM and power disparities that include both paymasters 
and risk coalitions.  
3.2.2.4. Explaining expectations 
The simultaneous decrease in the relative estimated economic costs to regional or-
ganizations and the increase in regional DRM cooperation is the most surprising re-
sult of this study. Why did states not cooperate through established regional organiza-
tions, such as LAS or the ECC, when there was greater functional demand? LAS, for 
example, lost an average of 0.64 per cent of its regional GDP during the 1980s com-
pared to 0.18 per cent in the 2000s (Annex 6.2.3). Yet, it only began to cooperate on 
DRM in 2008 when the economic costs from natural disasters were at their lowest 
point in 40 years (Ibid, LAS 2011). Why did states choose not to cooperate through 
regional organizations when the perceived benefits were high, and what caused them 
to decide to cooperate when the perceived benefits were low? Two possible explana-
tions seem tenable. First, the assumption that states have perfect information can be 
relaxed. By deflating the ‘consistency of the utility function’ of states, it can be sup-
posed that states are motivated by incomplete or incorrect information (Simon 1995, 
p. 49). The general increase in the costs from natural disasters that are unadjusted for 
inflation (Appendix 8.1) would, for example, explain why states have recently begun 
to cooperation on regional DRM. This option conceptually stretches the scope condi-
tion of neoliberal institutionalism by introducing increased complexity. The second 
                                                
195 This sum was calculated by finding the average of the percentage change between the IPD 
fuzzy values in Tables 3.18 and 3.16.  
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option to tentatively posture an additional causal condition based on gaining legiti-
macy that emerges through the following ‘cultural explanation’ in chapter 4. This pos-
sibility is discussed in the concluding chapter.  
3.3. Conclusion 
This chapter applies a rational explanation for why states are motivated to cooperate 
on regional DRM, which is performed through the application of neoliberal institu-
tionalism with the aid of an fsQCA analysis. Neoliberal institutionalism is chosen be-
cause a number of its expectations do not meet empirical observations. Some of these 
include: that an increasing number of regional organizations cooperate on DRM as 
the relative costs from natural disasters have only marginally increased; that there are 
high similarities in the content of regional DRM agreements; and that the emergence 
of DRM cooperation is confined to a small period of time. Neoliberal institutionalism 
was thus employed to explain these anomalies in order to question its scope condi-
tions. 
Four hypotheses were subsequently constructed from core functional arguments 
found in neoliberal institutionalism: interdependence, expectations, asymmetrical 
risk, and power disparities. It was posited that these structural-based causal condi-
tions were necessary parts of a sufficient condition for the outcome.  
The results reveal that interdependence (measured by the intensity of intra-
regional trade) and asymmetrical risk (measured by the disparity of estimated eco-
nomic damages in a regional organization) are necessary parts of a sufficient condi-
tion to explain the emergence of regional DRM. This solution does not come without 
some important caveats, however. First, the consistency and coverage of this causal 
configuration are fairly low when regional organizations began to cooperate on DRM 
(nascent level); it was only when cooperation developed that a stronger explanation 
using this configuration could be made. Second, it was illustrated that while asym-
metrical risk is an important part of the causal recipe, interdependence is the stronger 
condition. This is particularly apparent in the assessment on the growth of this causal 
condition over time, which correlates best with rise of regional DRM cooperation. 
Another finding showed that intra-regional power disparities (the concentration of 
material power and high incentives to cooperate on DRM) are not a necessary or suf-
ficient condition for the outcome. However, an adjustment to its scope conditions, to 
include the possibility of small ‘risk coalitions’, does provide an alternative causal 
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recipe – in addition to interdependence and asymmetrical risk – for the emergence of 
regional DRM.  
In contrast to the other explanatory conditions, the level of expectations does not 
confirm the empirical findings. This causal condition is defined as the relative costs 
from natural disasters as a percentage of regional GDP. As this is informed by a cost-
benefit calculus, which is a central aspect of neoliberal institutionalism, it is surpris-
ing that the very inversion of the expectations hypothesis provides a better explana-
tion. This discrepancy in revisited in Chapter 4, which asks the same research ques-
tion from the perspective of world society theory. 
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4. A cultural explanation 
 
 
Volcanic eruptions in Iceland and Chile, earthquakes in Japan and New Zealand, 
droughts in East Africa and China, and floods in Thailand reflect only a few of the 
many disasters that befell states during 2011. These and other natural disasters in-
curred an estimated damage of 249.68 billion USD, affected 80.8 million people, and 
cost approximately 28,000 lives (EM-DAT 2011b).196 According to these figures the 
incentives for states to prevent, prepare, and respond to such disasters ought to be 
clear. The protection of citizens not only ensures state sovereignty, but it is also in its 
interest to invest in DRM in order to reap financial gains and reduce social instability.  
An increasingly interdependent world and a general rise in natural disasters due to 
global warming strengthens this rationale and ought to encourage states to cooperate 
on DRM at the regional level.  
Despite the persisting character of natural disasters, regional cooperation on DRM 
is a recent phenomenon. As illustrated in the previous chapter, a gradual develop-
ment of regional DRM cooperation began from the early 1970s to the late 1990s. De-
spite the increasing number of natural disasters set against a backdrop of an increas-
ingly interdependent world, most regional agreements remained negligible; declara-
tions were mostly limited to an acknowledgement of the impact of natural disasters 
and the need for cooperation. This cautionary approach is not surprising as a state 
would naturally prefer to limit any cooperative endeavours that infringe upon its re-
sponsibility to protect its citizens.  
Yet, since the late 1990s a surge in DRM cooperation from a nascent to an ad-
vanced level spread across the globe. Declarations of intent and information sharing 
activities were upgraded to the inclusion of operational activity and the harmoniza-
tion of national DRM policies. Within a short time-span up to 26 regional organiza-
tions had developed explicit agreements on DRM cooperation (Annex 6.1). Added to 
this odd turn of events is the type of agreements that have been produced; despite the 
variation in political systems, local histories of natural disasters, and cultural percep-
tions, similarities in the aims and methods of the regional agreements are the rule 
                                                
196 The figures were located through an advanced search on the EM-DAT database (2012) for 
estimated economic damages from all natural disasters in all world regions for the period 
2011.  
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rather than the exception. Within a period of only 10 years at least 13 regional organi-
zations created similar DRM action plans to prepare, prevent and respond to major 
natural disasters (Ibid). 
The increase in natural disasters over the last 40 years cannot explain the incentive 
structure for state cooperation in DRM. As the previous chapter has shown, the esti-
mated damage incurred from natural disasters as a percentage of regional GDP has 
continually decreased over the period of investigation. If the social costs are analysed, 
a similar pattern is revealed: the number of lives lost due to natural disasters has also 
continued to decrease (Appendix 8.2). While the previous chapter does provide an 
explanation for what motivated states to cooperate on regional DRM – based on a 
combination of interdependence and asymmetrical risk – its explanatory strength is 
questionable, particularly when the causal combination is assessed over time. Fur-
thermore, this rational approach was unable to convincingly explain why regional 
organizations would legitimize cooperation on regional DRM with growing financial 
costs, when the costs as a percentage of GDP have been decreasing over time.  
What then has caused states to cooperate only recently on regional DRM and, in 
particular, why have a majority of states in the world created advanced forms of re-
gional DRM cooperation within the last decade? This chapter attempts to resolve this 
anomaly by explaining the incentive structure that motivates states to cooperate on 
regional DRM in the period 1975-2011. According to world society theory, state coop-
eration on regional DRM cannot be understood without reference to the normative 
context that constitutes the interests of the state. The emphasis of this inquiry is thus 
concerned with offering an intentional explanation, suggesting that regional organiza-
tions are constructed and externally legitimated by world culture.197 The reiterated 
research question is thus: what motivated states to cooperate on regional DRM in 
the period 1975-2011? 
I argue in this chapter that state incentives to cooperate on regional DRM are 
shaped by the global normative context. This is achieved by establishing and working 
through three ideal types derived from world society theory: the standardization, the 
(re)production, and the diffusion of a global DRM model.198 These purposively ab-
                                                
197 I use the word ‘intentional’ in its philosophical sense, whereby the mind has the power to be 
‘about, to represent, or to stand for, things, properties and states of affairs’ (Jacob 2010, cf. 
Searle 1983). In other words, action is motivated through an inter-subjective process with the 
world; what is considered legitimate action is performed by individuals (Jackson 2011). 
198 As noted in detail in chapter 2, p. 33, world society theory is selected as a highly relevant 
theory for the research question for the following main reasons. First, its decidedly structural 
bias set it apart from other mid-range constructivist theories that are based on the mutual 
constitution of agency and structure. This provides for a useful representative theory of the 
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stract and idealistic concepts act as a catalyst for uncovering inconsistencies between 
what is proposed and what is produced; through this ambiguity causal processes 
emerge that can help to explain a unique event. The ideal types are thus designed to 
elucidate the role of global norms on state interests by (1) revealing the high level of 
standardization in regional DRM agreements, (2) investigating the ideational roles of 
regional organizations, and (3) exposing the important role of international organiza-
tions in the diffusion of norms. The ideal types are furthermore understood to provide 
a configurational explanation whereby the first ideal type helps to explain and give 
meaning to the second and third ideal types, and vice versa. To be certain, this does 
not mean that norms explain state action; instead it is claimed that norms influence 
state interests and these interests can inform action (Finnemore 1996).  
The outcome reveals the importance of the UN and the international community in 
successfully imposing a set of DRM norms on most regional organizations in the 
world within a short period of time. A specific global DRM model is consequently 
identified in most regional organizations across the globe. This phenomenon has been 
achieved through relational and cultural diffusion. The former is often emphasized in 
the literature as an important causal feature of diffusion, such as inter-organizational 
cooperation. This chapter adds to this explanation by emphasizing the importance of 
cultural diffusion. This is highly important not only for the rapid diffusion of norms 
but also for the reification of a particular set of norms by grafting common cultural 
categories into regional and state apparatuses. These may include, for example, the 
injection of larger normative models, such as scientific progress, into the global DRM 
model to increase its legitimacy. Instances of norm standardization, (re)production, 
and diffusion thus help to substantiate the proposition that states’ interests are influ-
enced by the global normative environment. This argument is substantially bolstered 
by the findings of the previous chapter that could only partially explain why states 
were motivated to cooperate on regional DRM through a rational explanation.  
This chapter is divided into three interlocking sections. First, the research design is 
elaborated by describing the process of ideal typification, the theoretical basis of the 
constructed ideal types and the methods of data collection and analysis. Second, the 
empirical investigation of the ideal types is operationalized. The first ideal type un-
                                                                                                                                       
two main epistemological streams identified in the state of the art (cf. chapter 1, 18). Se-
cond,unlike many constructivist explanations that stress the importance of norms in local and 
national settings – and thereby place attention on the particularities and differences in the 
national adoption of norms – world society theory stresses the similarities across diverse po-
litical cultures that are caused by global cultural models. This substantive emphasis agrees 
with the requirements of theory selection according to the analytical methodology laid out in 
Chapter 2, p. 36, which requires a similar empirical observation to a theoretical explanation.  
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covers the standardized features of regional DRM with a focus on the content, con-
cepts and values stated in DRM agreements. The second ideal type investigates how a 
teacher-student relationship fosters and reifies global norms. The third ideal type 
begins with a quantitative overview of the growth and geographical spread of DRM 
organizations and continues with an elaboration of the various relational and cultural 
diffusion mechanism used by the international community. The final section provides 
a summary of the ideal types and underlines the main argument that they are de-
signed to collectively support: that states are motivated to cooperate on regional DRM 
through a set of global norms.  
4.1. Research design 
Stemming from an analytical methodology, ideal types are used as a tool to explain 
the incentive structure that motivates states to cooperate on regional DRM. The 
methods used to collate evidence are selected on the basis that the chosen techniques 
can produce significant empirical detail according to each ideal type.199 In other 
words, methods are selected based on what is most useful for a particular purpose 
that may include both quantitative and qualitative techniques. The following section 
is split into three categories. First, the unit of analysis seen through the lens of anlay-
ticism is described. Second, ideal typification is elaborated upon and the criteria for 
the assessment of causality are outlined. Third, three ideal types are constructed from 
some of the main assumptions that constitute world society theory. Note that these 
theoretical assumptions are detailed more extensively in the empirical section accord-
ing to each ideal type. The particular methods for collating data according to these 
ideal types are also explained in this section.  
4.1.1. Global regional DRM: an ‘outside-in’ perspective 
Analytical studies are concerned with a singular causal process defined by a particular 
social and temporal setting. This often translates into a single case narrative that em-
phasizes the uniqueness of the case and its corresponding explanation. Prima facie, 
the application of several cases from across the globe might appear contradictory and 
can easily induce conceptual confusion. However, the case under investigation is re-
                                                
199 As noted previously ‘method’ should not be confused with ‘methodology’. The former de-
scribes the techniques for the collection and analysis of evidence and the latter describes the 
‘principles underlying a practice of knowledge’ (Gunnell 2010, p. 15). 
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gional DRM globally, and is is understood as a contingent and unique phenomenon 
within, and a part of, the contextual parameters of the current cultural, political, and 
geographical environment.200 This is clearly within the bounds of creating an ideal 
type, which is a means for analysing a ‘unique configuration or their individual com-
ponents’ (Weber [1949] 2011, p. 93). Thus, the use of many regional organizations as 
a particular (intergovernmental) type of cooperation between states is used as the 
main referent point of inquiry that is a subset of a particular case, namely global 
DRM. Including all regional organizations is clearly too ambitious. Instead, a repre-
sentative sample of the globalized regional DRM model has been taken. The following 
selection of regional organizations that began cooperation on regional DRM in the 
period 1975-2011 includes the EU, ASEAN, PIF, CARICOM, SADC, LAS, AU, OAS, 
Mercosur, and ECO. These regional organizations are viewed through three ideal 
types derived from world society theory with the goal of surfacing causal processes 
made clear by the ambiguity created through the comparison of an ideal type with 
empirical reality.  
4.1.2. Ideal typification 
The purpose of ideal types as an over-simplified explanatory model is to create ambi-
guity between its artificial construct and reality; it is through this tension that useful 
knowledge is produced that can provide an explanation for the outcome.201 As Max 
Weber notes, ideal types contrast against ‘empirical reality in order to establish its 
divergences or similarities, to describe them with the most unambiguously intelligi-
ble concepts, and to understand and explain them causally’ ([1949] 2011, p. 43). The 
construction of an ideal type is usually based on a rational and logical foundation – 
such as economic theory; that is, however, only one logical construct amongst others. 
While not as common, irrational based concepts relying on ‘incorrect inference’ or 
‘self-defeating action’ can also serve as the foundations of an ideal type (Ibid, p. 42). 
This highlights the function rather than the ‘normative correctness’ of ideal types, 
which ought to: (1) reveal ‘concrete cultural phenomena in their interdependence’, (2) 
reveal causal conditions, and (3) have practical significance (Ibid, pp. 92, 94). Thus, 
                                                
200 Regional DRM is a process by which a group of states agree to cooperate on reducing the 
vulnerability of their regional community from natural hazards. See Chapter 1, p. 6, for a more 
extensive definition of regional DRM.  
201 The process and epistemology behind the construction of ideal types is introduced elabo-
rated upon in Chapter 2, page 46. At the risk of repetition, the essential properties of ideal 
types are summarized here, which ushers in and explains the reasons for the selection of the 
three ideal types used in this chapter. Repetition is thus used with the intent of clarification.  
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the validity of an ideal type is based on the usefulness of the construct to explain a 
particular phenomenon from the perspective of a particular reality. Even if the nor-
mative aspect is played down, it is nevertheless crucial for the researcher to lay bare 
his or her own value commitments as well as the values that underpin the ideal type if 
they differ from the researcher’s.202 In this chapter I use world society theory to help 
draw out pre-fabricated ideal types that were originally derived from historical empir-
ical experiences and observations.203 To be clear, this study is not about constructing 
but using ideal types. In this sense, I essentially act within and out of the assumptions 
that constitute world society theory. This does not mean that my own value judg-
ments are bracketed. Instead, they inform the overall trajectory of this chapter and 
thus influence my interpretation of world society theory. These value judgements are 
defined by an interest in the impact of globalization on societal action and regional 
capacities to create a more resilient society against natural disasters. This is conjoined 
to a further commitment to extrapolate and compare different research traditions 
more broadly for the purpose of creating useful knowledge. It is furthermore recog-
nized that these value statements reify and contribute to the world culture of DRM. 
Table 4.1 Causal classification system for the application of ideal types 
Causal classification Process of counterfactual reasoning 
Adequate When an explanatory condition as part of an ideal type cannot be 
imagined without the outcome 
Coincidental When an explanatory condition that is not part of an ideal type can-
not be imagined without the outcome  
Incidental When an explanatory condition can be imagined without the outcome 
Source: Jackson (2011, pp. 150-1) 
The ambiguity created by ideal types, and the tensions created through their inter-
relations, produce a particular configurational explanation of an event. This is princi-
pally achieved through a counterfactual process whereby three categories of causal 
                                                
202 As an ideal type claims empirical validity, it can easily merge into evaluative interpretation 
or the inclusion of value judgements. This is why Weber strongly urges a clear separation be-
tween logical ideal types and ideals ([1949] 2011, p. 98). For example, ‘liberalism’ used as an 
ideal type is not a value judgement but an ‘objectively possible’ and logical construct (Ibid, p. 
92). To be sure, the cultural values that act as the foundations of an ideal type are important 
from an ontological point of view as it reflects a monist commitment inherent in analyticsm: a 
useful outcome from an ideal type is related to the values of the researcher, or applied theory. 
Cultural values constitute the researcher (Jackson 2010, p. 12) and, thus, have an effect on the 
outcome. 
203 This is what Max Weber refers to as the ‘rationalizing reconstructions of a particular kind 
of behaviour’, which is here informed through propositions made by world society theory 
(Coser 1977, pp. 223-4). Furthermore, three different kinds of ideal types are distinguished by 
Max Weber. The first is based on ‘historical particularities’, the second on ‘abstract elements 
of social reality’, and the third on ‘rationalizing reconstructions of a particular kind of behav-
iour’ (Ibid). The latter form is used in this dissertation. 
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factors can be distinguished.204 These categories are displayed in Table 4.1. When a 
condition is adequately causal, the outcome cannot be imagined without its existence. 
When a condition is coincidentally causal, the outcome cannot be imagined without 
its existence even though the condition is not part of the ideal type. The third category 
is incidental, which means that an outcome can be imagined without a causal proper-
ty (Jackson 2011, pp. 150-1). This causal classification system is applied to the empiri-
cal analysis of this chapter. The following methods are used to extrapolate empirical 
data based on the constructed ideal types with the purpose of establishing an analyti-
cal narrative that intentionally provides a causal explanation. With this in mind, the 
construction of ideal types is now addressed.   
4.1.3. Constructed ideal types via world society theory 
The three ideal types used in this thesis are informed through a number of central 
arguments of world society theory. In particular, emphasis is focused on the ‘rise of 
world models’ (Meyer 2009, pp. 48-49) and ‘expanded modern actorhood’ (Ibid., pp. 
55-56) via relational and cultural diffusion (Strand and Meyer [1993] 2009). These 
substantive pillars of world society are translated into the following ideal types that 
are expanded upon below and in the individual empirical sections.   
 
IT1. Regional DRM is standardized by a global set of norms  
IT2. Regional and international organizations (re)produce a 
global model of DRM 
IT3. The DRM model is diffused by international organizations  
 
These ideal types are designed to elucidate a particular feature of how norms legit-
imize state action in regional DRM cooperation. It ought to be emphasized that these 
ideal types are not independent causal conditions, but should be seen as separate 
parts of a larger explanation of how global norms influence states action on DRM. 
The first ideal type suggests that regional DRM is standardized across regional or-
ganizations.  This means that the type of cooperation identified in regional DRM 
agreements, definitions of terms, or the types of values promoted, ought to reveal 
similarities. The reason that diverse regions would display similarities is based on the 
theoretical claim by world society theorists that global norms of rationality, progress, 
and individualism – the world script – act as the basis for the formation of specific 
global models of appropriate behaviour, such as world-wide education (Frank et al. 
                                                
204 The following classification of causality is taken from Max Weber and clarified by Jackson 
(2011). 
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1999) or the Olympic Games (Lechner and Boli 2005). As the adoption of these and 
other models also adorn states with legitimacy (Finnemore 1993), it is posited that 
DRM is a global model that states will attempt to enact. DRM is thus posited as a par-
ticular global model that is based on the world cultural script. The aim of the first 
ideal type is to substantiate the extent to which regional DRM is an enacted script; the 
more we see that DRM is a global model, the stronger the argument becomes that 
states are motivated by an external or global set of norms.  
The second ideal type implies that regional organizations will not only adopt this 
global model of DRM, but that they will also (re)produce the global model through 
inter-subjective exchanges between regional and international organizations. This 
argument is grounded on the proposition that when an agent transcends the ‘Self’ to 
become the ‘Other’, it gains the ultimate form of legitimacy as its actions are no long-
er motivated from self-interest but through universal values and scientific authority 
(Meyer 2010, p. 7). A state or regional organization is thus inclined to promote and 
even teach other states appropriate DRM behaviour as this shifts their identity to-
ward the centre of the world script. The more a state or regional organization be-
comes a teacher rather than a student of global DRM norms the more its legitimacy is 
confirmed as the Other. The aim of the second ideal type is thus to examine the extent 
to which the DRM script is reproduced by regional organizations; the stronger the 
finding that regional organizations are students or teachers of a DRM script, the 
stronger the proposition that states are motivated by an external set of global DRM 
norms.  
The third ideal type illustrates how the DRM model is diffused by international or-
ganizations. If regional organizations enact, reify, and reproduce a global DRM mod-
el, a worldwide diffusion of profession and organizations is consequently produced 
(Meyer 2010, pp. 11-12). This diffusion is carried out through cultural and relational 
links. The former creates a link between individuals through a common social catego-
ry (Strand and Meyer [1993] 2009, p. 139) and the latter creates a link between indi-
viduals through inter-subjective exchange through networks (Meyer and Rowan 
[1977] 2009, p. 95, cf. Boli & Thomas 1999).205 The aim of the third ideal type is to 
emphasize the extent to which the global DRM model is diffused; the higher the cul-
tural and relational activity, the clearer it becomes that state action in DRM is influ-
enced by a global normative framework.    
                                                
205 Rationalization is a central term used in world society theory that is defined as ‘the struc-
turing of everyday life within standardized impersonal rules that constitute social organization 
as a means to collective purpose’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 76). 
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The three ideal types briefly presented here are expanded upon in the following 
sections. As noted, the ideal types are not independent from each other, but provide 
the basis for a configurational explanation for why states are motivated to cooperate 
on regional DRM. By configurational I mean that each ideal type provides a particular 
insight into how and why states are guided by global norms. Taken together, they 
provide a fuller picture of this global process. Furthermore, the various aspects that 
each ideal type emphasize are interrelated. It is expected that if regional organizations 
reproduce a common script, it will also be standardized and diffused through various 
transnational agents. The value of analytically separating this phenomenon into indi-
vidual parts is to form a deeper knowledge of norm diffusion and reification in the 
area of regional DRM. The ideal types are thus designed to illustrate the importance 
of the normative context that constitutes the interests of states to cooperate on re-
gional DRM. They are not testable hypotheses, but idealized claims designed to pro-
duce ambiguity, complexity, and causal statements.  
4.1.4. Methods of data collection and analysis 
Different methods of data collection and analysis are used according to the require-
ments set by each ideal type. That is, the chosen method is considered the most ap-
propriate for revealing the most central aspects of a particular ideal type. A content 
analysis is used, for example, to determine the extent to which regional DRM is 
standardized across regions (Ideal Type 1). A discourse analysis is used to reveal the 
extent to which identities are created, and re-formed through a relational process 
(Ideal Type 2). And a large database on international organizations (YIO 2011) is used 
in a quantitative method to examine the existence and number of transnational net-
works on DRM (Ideal Type 3). Instead of outlining each method in detail here, a dis-
cussion on theory and methods is incorporated into the following empirical sections. 
Table 4.2 Summary of research design  
Ideal Type Foci Method 
I Regional DRM is standardized Regional cooperative  
agreements 
Content analysis 
II Regional organizations 
(re)produce the global model of 
DRM 
Regional identity  
construction via speeches 
Discourse  
analysis 
III The DRM model is diffused by 
international organizations 
International organizations; 
Civil Society; Regional or-
ganizations 
Quantitative and 
historical analysis 
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Table 4.2 summarizes the various foci according to the ideal types and also lists the 
employed methods. While the summary may appear somewhat idiosyncratic, they 
share a common feature in shedding a particular light on the external influence DRM 
norms have on state action.  
4.2. Ideal Type 1: The standardization of regional DRM 
The first ideal type – that regional DRM is standardized by a global set of norms – is 
designed to express the standardization of DRM across regional organizations. The 
purpose of elaborating this ideal type is to provide evidence for the influence of global 
norms on constructing national interests in the field of regional DRM cooperation. If 
DRM is standardized, one would expect to see similarities in how regional organiza-
tions construct their agreements on DRM, the type of language they use and the val-
ues they promote.  
In the following sections I will concentrate on three of the most important features 
of this ideal type. First, I examine the standardization of the content of regional DRM 
cooperative agreements. This includes stated aims and goals, common motivation for 
cooperation, and the extent to which external references are included in order to le-
gitimize cooperation. It is revealed that a high level of standardization exists. An im-
portant finding that emerges when examining common explanations for what moti-
vates states to cooperate on regional DRM is that a majority of regional organizations 
emphasize the growing costs of natural disasters. However, as we saw in the previous 
chapter, the actual costs as a percentage of GDP have been constantly falling over the 
last 40 years. If this is the case, then it is more likely that state motivation is driven 
more from an external supply rather than local demand.  
Second, I examine the extent to which DRM terminology and definitions are simi-
lar across regional organizations. The results reveal that there is a high level of stand-
ardization; indeed, some terminology is copied verbatim from a single source located 
in the UNDP. Third, I examine the referent points of protection that provide the fun-
damental reason for cooperation. Here, all regional organizations express identical 
values. Despite some variation, the general findings from this empirical section sub-
stantiate that there is a high degree of standardization across many regional organiza-
tions; the global normative structure is understood as an adequate cause for the 
emergence of regional DRM and the presence of the UN as a global normative agent is 
A cultural explanation 
 
 
139 
a coincidental cause.206 This empirical analysis is introduced by a brief revision of the 
theoretical foundations of the ideal type as well as a description of the employed 
methods.  
4.2.1. Theoretical foundations and applied methods 
World society theory is based on the analytical proposition that state action is con-
structed by a number of global models that contain particular recipes for appropriate 
behaviour. Enacting these recipes is not only understood as the most appropriate ac-
tion of the state – what the state ought to do – but also awards the state with legiti-
macy in the eyes of the other (Finnemore 1993). Examples of these models include 
the state (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009), the environment (Hironaka 2002) and education 
(Meyer and Ramirez [2000] 2009). As these global models are informed by world 
culture, which is ‘highly rationalized and universalistic’ (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009, p. 
181), the individual, state, or regional organization become rational and responsible 
actors. If states organize themselves according to this global culture it is expected that 
high similarities in state activity will be apparent. Assuming that DRM is also a par-
ticular global model that states ought to promote through regional organizations (cf. 
Börzel 2012), it is expected that the content of agreements, the language used and the 
values promoted will be also be highly similar. Following a standard world society 
definition of ‘institutionalization’, a global DRM model is a ‘set of cultural rules’ on 
the preparedness, prevention, response and recovery to natural disasters ‘that give[s] 
generalized meaning to social activity’ for states, regional and international organiza-
tions ‘and regulate[s] it in a patterned way… [it] involves processes that make such 
sets of rules seem natural and taken for granted while eliminating alternative inter-
pretations and regulations’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 85).  
A standard content analysis is used as the main method to retrieve empirical data 
on the extent to which regional DRM is standardized. If regional DRM is a global 
model that states attempt to replicate, there are a number of features of DRM that 
ought to appear in a majority of the regional organizations under investigation. While 
the standardization of regional DRM can be observed in many forms, three of the 
most important areas of DRM cooperation are highlighted: the content of regional 
DRM agreements that includes the aims and methods of cooperation, the concepts or 
                                                
206 As mentioned above, an adequate cause is when the outcome cannot be imagined without 
its existence and a coincidental cause is when the outcome cannot be imagined without its 
existence even though the condition is not part of the ideal type (Jackson 2011, pp. 150-1). 
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type of language used in the agreements, and the types of values propagated in the 
agreements.  Loosely based on a standard content analysis (Neuendorf 2001), these 
three ‘operationalizing measures’ are assessed according the degree to which they 
display similarities with other regional organizations. If these categories reflect a high 
degree of homogeneity, a stronger case can be made for the importance of the global 
normative context on regional activity.  
The content of the agreements establishing cooperation on DRM are expected to 
show similarities in terms of (1) stated aspirations, (2) stated motivations for action, 
and (3) references to global sources to legitimate local action. Each of these categories 
captures a fundamental aspect of the content of regional DRM agreements. ‘Stated 
aspirations’ entails a comparison of the goals and aims of regional DRM framework 
agreements. The ‘stated motivations for action’ entails a comparison of the reasons 
given in the agreements for cooperation, and ‘references’ include any other organiza-
tion or affiliation that is cited in order to further strengthen the rationale for coopera-
tion; by paying homage to the disinterested ‘other’, regional organizations are able to 
increase their status through recognition. 
Concepts in regional DRM agreements refer to the type of language used. If world 
scripts rely on language as its fundamental mode of exchange (cf. Berger and Luck-
mann 1967, p. 22), it is expected that DRM concepts and their definitions will be simi-
lar. By defining key concepts of DRM similarly, the global social order of DRM be-
comes more concrete and more habitualized. Key definitions used in DRM discourse, 
such as ‘disaster’, ‘response’, and ‘early warning’ are accordingly compared.  
Values of an expanding world culture – such as human rights, the environment or 
the empowerment of women – are also expected to be embedded in framework 
agreements.  In close association with the previous category, it is expected that the 
object of protection will also be similar to what world society prioritizes as the most 
fundamental values worth protecting. For example, in a speech at the second world 
conference on disaster reduction, the UN’s Under-Secretary General for Humanitari-
an Affairs noted: ‘Disaster reduction efforts represent not only an opportunity and an 
investment, but also a moral imperative’ (Egeland 2005, p. 123). This statement neat-
ly captures a central aspect of world society theory: that the global models emanating 
out of a rationalized (‘investment’) world culture prioritize values (‘moral imperative’) 
that warrant legitimate action.  
The following empirical analysis focuses on the content, concepts, and values rep-
resented in DRM agreements. Identifying the standardized substance of this model 
sheds light on its constitutive role on state interests. 
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4.2.2. Content  
The analysis of the content of regional DRM agreements is divided into three addi-
tional sections. The first section identifies the extent to which the aspirations or the 
goals and aims of regional organizations share similarities. The second section identi-
fies if regional organizations proclaim similar motivations for cooperating on regional 
DRM. The third section analyses the extent to which each regional organization refer-
ences the same external institutions to legitimate local action.  
4.2.2.1. Aspiration 
A majority of regional organizations that produce official agreements on DRM have 
structured their aims and goals in remarkably similar ways. The general goals in 
many regional agreements, for example, are structured in a standardized fashion 
along five particular themes. These include: (1) strengthening disaster risk reduction 
in national and local areas, (2) assessing disaster risks and enhance early warning, (3) 
building a culture of protection through education and knowledge sharing, (4) reduc-
ing underlying risk, and (5) strengthening preparedness and effective response. The 
AU, SADC, CARICOM, PIF, and LAS, for example, have inserted these goals into their 
framework agreements.207 A possible source of the aims of the agreements and their 
timeframes can be found in the UN’s Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) priorities 
for action 2005-2015 (UNISDR 2005, pp. 13-20). The HFA list of priorities, aims, and 
general timeframes of the regional agreements, are a near-perfect match. Indeed, 
some organizations such as LAS (2011) and SADC (2006) have even copied parts or 
all of the HFA priorities for action verbatim. The EU, OAS, and ASEAN agreements, 
on the other hand, do not match to the HFA goals as closely but, nevertheless, provide 
a family resemblance and supply direct references to the HFA in their preambles. 
4.2.2.2. Motivation 
If DRM is a global model then it must also reflect signs of habitualized action under a 
‘relevant’ and ‘common situation’ (Berger and Luckmann 1967, p. 57). Reformulating 
on this notion, John Meyer and Brian Rowan note that as such action becomes insti-
tutionalized over time it is important that an explanation that legitimates on-going 
social action is ‘consistent and comprehensive to…carry conviction’ ([1977] 2009, 97, 
                                                
207 Interestingly, these agreements – including ASEAN and excluding LAS and SADC – also 
tend to converge in their envisioned timeframes. All aim to be fulfilled by 2015. 
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Berger & Luckmann 1967 61). Based on this proposition, it would be expected that a 
common situation is also reflected in regional DRM agreements. This is the case for a 
majority of regional organizations that not only base their reasons for cooperation on 
the existence of major transboundary disasters, but that they are increasing. The fol-
lowing excerpts from regional framework agreements and speeches support this 
claim:208 
Table 4.3 Motivation for regional DRM cooperation 
Regional 
organization 
Excerpts from regional framework agreements  
or speeches 
References 
OAS The decade of 2001-2010 was marked in the Americas by 
devastating disasters – there were almost 200 more dis-
asters than in the previous decade, affecting more than 
twice the number of people, with a doubling of the costs 
González 2011, p. 2 
AU Disasters in Africa, as in a number of other regions, are 
increasing in frequency and severity 
Tumusiime 2011, 
p. 2 
 
EU Recent years have witnessed a significant increase in the 
occurrence and severity of natural and man-made disas-
ters 
European Council 
2007b §(3) 
PIF There is ongoing and increasing vulnerability of Pacific 
Island nations and communities to the impacts of disas-
ters 
PIF 2005, Art.1 
 
ASEAN  Concerned by the increasing frequency and scale of disas-
ters in the ASEAN region and their damaging impacts 
both short-term and long-term 
ASEAN 2005a 
The quotes in Table 4.3 demonstrate a similar rationalized motivation for regional 
DRM cooperation based on a ‘common situation’. However, as illustrated in chapter 
3, even if the numbers of disasters are increasing the economic costs as a percentage 
of regional GDP are continually decreasing (Annex 6.2.3). The apparent similarity in 
the stated motivation thus suggests that states are less motivated by the expectations 
from previous economic damages from disasters and more on the global normative 
structure that expresses the most appropriate method of legitimating regional DRM 
cooperation. This common situation – sourced from a real concern – is thus neces-
sarily idealized in order to be coherent, comprehensive, and thus travel more easily. 
Hence, the original motivation remains concerned with brute facts and functional 
cooperation, but the necessary conditions for the diffusion of such motivations risk 
transcending the functional realm where ideas trump facts. Legitimacy of action may 
be achieved through a common story, yet not without a subtle cost to functional coop-
eration.  
                                                
208 For other examples that include LAS see El Mallah (2011a, 2011b); H.R.H. Turki Bin Nas-
ser Bin Abdulaziz (2009), and for SADC see SADC (2010).   
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4.2.2.3. External legitimization 
All regional organizations under review make official references to the UN, which are 
often matched by listing previous agreements made by the regional organizations.209 
This can be viewed as internal and external sources of legitimization. Internally, they 
are able to build on an historical base; while externally, they are able to demonstrate 
their activity to a disinterested ‘other’.210 While the UN is mentioned by all organiza-
tions, other International Governmental Organizations (IGOs) and International 
Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs) are also listed such as SOPAC by the PIF 
(2005, §60), the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies by LAS (2011, p. 5) and a host 
of other organizations by ASEAN (2004, p. 15). Interestingly, LAS is the only organi-
zation under review that explicitly notes and takes into consideration existing region-
al strategies on DRM, citing: the AU; APEC; ASEAN; the Euro-Mediterranean Pro-
gramme for Prevention, Preparedness and Response to Disasters (PPRD); and the 
Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC) (Ibid). Considering LAS holds the most 
recent DRM agreement examined in this study (2011), its citing of other regional 
DRM cooperation could indicate the growing importance of inter-regional dialogue 
and the heightened awareness of regional organizations. These external references 
tentatively hint towards the UN as a major contributor of a DRM script and the im-
portance of citing external actors for legitimizing national or regional activity. 
An external normative structure is considered an adequate causal condition for the 
high degree of standardization in the content, aspirations and referents to external 
sources of legitimization in regional DRM agreements. That is, it is difficult to imag-
ine these highly standardized features without an external normative context. Based 
on this brief empirical overview of the content of DRM agreements, it also appears 
that the importance of an external normative agent – expressed through the UN – is 
also critical for the maintenance and production of this normative model on DRM. 
This is particularly apparent in the aspirations and external sources of legitimation. 
The UN is thus tentatively understood as a coincidental cause – a cause that cannot 
be imagined without the outcome yet is not part of the ideal type – that is further so-
lidified in the following analyses on the concepts and values of regional DRM.  
                                                
209 These regional organizations include the OAS, the EU, ASEAN, the PIF and CARICOM. 
210 The UN is assumed as the ‘other’ in this case as all regional organizations have references to 
the UN, a similarity not shared with any other organization.  
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4.2.3. Concepts 
If regional organizations enact a global DRM model, the type of language used ought 
to convey a family resemblance that is indicative of a rationalized world culture: ‘lan-
guage provides the fundamental superimposition of logic on the objectivated social 
world. The edifice of legitimations is built upon language and uses language as its 
principal instrumentality’ (Berger and Luckmann 1967, p. 64). Out of the 10 regional 
organizations under review, 8 have published a framework agreement and 4 provide 
definitions of key terms on DRM.211 The terms are ‘disaster’, ‘response’, ‘prepared-
ness’, ‘early warning’, ‘disaster risk management’, and ‘disaster risk reduction’. When 
compared, the definitions for these terms are either identical or closely resemble the 
definitions in other regional organizations, such as the EU, ASEAN, and CARICOM 
(cf. Annex 6.8). The European Union, for example, shows signs of aligning to a global 
model of DRM which is apparent in its definitions of key terms such as ‘prepared-
ness’, ‘early warning’ and ‘response’. These definitions are not, however, copied ver-
batim but share a strong family resemblance with the other definitions (Ibid). In most 
places, the words are merely rearranged, providing the same meaning but with a 
cosmetic flare of originality. Another apparent difference is the EU’s preference for 
the term ‘major emergency’ instead of ‘disaster’, although the actual definition for 
both terms is similar across most regional organizations. Perhaps the largest termino-
logical difference within the EU is its preference for ‘civil protection’ to describe its 
disaster relief activity rather than using the terms DRM or Disaster Risk Reduction 
(DRR), which are prevalent in other regions.212 This does not mean the EU rejects this 
term, but that it uses the term selectively in its external relations (cf. European Com-
mission 2008b). For a more complete comparison of the terms please refer to Annex 
6.8.213 
CARICOM and ASEAN tend to explicate the DRM model more stringently than the 
EU as many of the terms they use appear to be exact copies of other regional DRM 
framework agreements. In particular, CARICOM and ASEAN use the UN’s preferable 
term of DRR to describe their disaster relief activities, which tends to be a general 
trend in a number of other regional organizations under review, such as the PIF 
(2005), SADC (2006) and ECO (2009). It is also interesting to note that the DRM 
                                                
211 ECO and Mercusor do not yet have a framework agreement, and the PIF, LAS, OAS, and AU 
do not list definitions in their agreements.  
212 Similar subject terms can be viewed in almost all regional organizations. The PIF, 
SADC, LAS, ASEAN, and the AU refer to DRR, while the ECO favour the term DRM and 
Mercusor uses the terms civil protection/defence. 
213 This ambiguity is referred to and explained in the analyses of the second ideal type. 
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terms used by regional organizations share a higher diversity prior to 2004. The 2001 
SADC framework agreement, for example, has a comprehensive list of terms that are 
at odds with other regional agreements that were published after 2005 (cf. SADC 
2001a, Annex 6.8). This is also true for CARICOM’s dissimilar definition of ‘disaster’ 
taken from its 1991 agreement establishing CDERA (CARICOM 1991). However, these 
two regional organizations have, since 2005, revised versions of their original frame-
work agreements that are now in-line with standard definitions of key terms (Annex 
6.8).  
What changed the basic definitions for regional DRM cooperation? For the case of 
SADC, there is a clear connection between dropping local DRM definitions and adopt-
ing global ones. When assisting SADC to formulate their regional DRM agreement, 
The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) came to the conclusion that 
differences in DRM terms used by national DRM authorities was an important coor-
dination problem; the solution offered by the UNDP was to adopt the United Nation’s 
definitions on disaster management (SADC 2001a, §3.2.1, 3.5). This is not a unique 
example, as the UN DRM terminology seems to have had a wider impact on other 
regional organizations and states. In 2004 the UN DRM definitions were published in 
‘Living with risk: a global review of disaster risk reduction initiatives’ (UNISDR 
2004a). A year later the UN sponsored the second world conference on disaster risk 
reduction that was held in Japan. The Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) was devel-
oped through this conference by the international community, who instructed the 
UNISDR to, inter alia: 
update and widely disseminate international standard terminology related to dis-
aster risk reduction, at least in all official United Nations languages, for use in 
programme and institutions development, operations, research, training curricu-
la and public information programmes  
UNISDR (2009, p. 1)  
 
A booklet and online catalogue thus emerged with a detailed list of basic terms as well 
as ‘emerging new concepts’ that are of a ‘growing professional relevance’ (Ibid). 
Comments are also supplied beneath each definition that either expand on the origi-
nal concept or instruct how the definition ought to be understood and applied. For 
example, the comments for ‘Disaster risk reduction plan’ notes that these plans 
should be guided by the HFA and, inter alia, should specify the ‘time frame and re-
sponsibilities for implementation and the sources of funding…linkages to climate 
change adaption plans should also be made where possible’ (Ibid, p. 11). This defini-
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tion is also classed as a ‘new professional concept’ that is part of the updated booklet 
on terminology that was originally published in 2004.  
The introduction of these terms subtly changes the nature of the DRM model and, 
through this, the very way practitioners talk about, and act out, DRM cooperation. To 
be clear, these terms were not written by any individual but represent the organic 
growth of concepts that are implicitly agreed upon by a majority of practitioners that 
is then institutionalized (objectified) through the UN mouth-piece.214 Thus, the pro-
motion of a standardized set of terms and concepts – or ‘textbook’ for the students of 
world culture – not only reinforce a particular way of doing DRM, but also actively 
encouraging a specific set of values that legitimize a global concept of DRM coopera-
tion and reifies the core traits of world culture. 
This empirical review also supports the tentative findings suggested in the analysis 
on the content of regional DRM agreements: that the global normative environment 
is an adequate cause and the UN is a coincidental cause for the high degree of stand-
ardization apparent in all regional organizations under review. It is hard to imagine 
this standardization without global norms and there also appears to be a strong con-
nection between this standardization and the UN.  
4.2.4. Values 
This section demonstrates two important foundational aspects of the current state of 
regional DRM cooperation. First, the contingent character of the values that underpin 
the main referent points of protection is examined. This provides an example of the 
standardized values that support regional DRM and illustrates that a dynamic norma-
tive script supports these values. Second, as an identified global model, supporting 
women’s rights in the area of regional DRM provides a further example of a standard-
ized value that tends to be driven by global supply than local demand.  
CONTINGENT REFERENT POINTS OF PROTECTION 
In the period 1693-1783 it is estimated that 100 European cities were destroyed by 
earthquakes, causing approximately 130,000 deaths. Little relief was provided based 
on the belief that it was God’s plan (Hutchinson 2000, p. 5). This is indicative of an 
                                                
214 In line with this, the UNISDR Terminology on DRR booklet recommends comments and 
suggestions for future revisions (UNISDR 2009g, p. 1). 
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era when people held largely different perceptions on the value of human life.215 This 
began to change in the aftermath of the Lisbon earthquake in 1755, when Voltaire 
launched a famous appeal for enlightenment principles by surfacing a deep theologi-
cal puzzle: whence evil? (1756, LL.141-8). Previous to this period, sinful humans were 
generally considered to be the cause of major catastrophes by the acts of God. This 
belief in a divine being as the cause of natural catastrophes is also expressed in the 
original 16th century meaning of the word disaster, or disastro, which means ‘ill-
starred’ or the unfortunate position of the planet and Zodiac on society (Harper 2011). 
Voltaire famously questions these deep-seated societal beliefs in the spirit of emerg-
ing Western principles of tolerance and reason. Instead of blaming God, Voltaire 
blames the critical infrastructure of Lisbon: ‘nature never assembled there twenty 
thousand houses of six or seven stories high; and that, if the inhabitants of that great 
city had been more equally dispersed, and more lightly lodged, the damage would 
have been much less, and perhaps none at all’ (Voltaire 1756, cited in Hyland, Gomez 
and Greensides 2003, pp. 76-77). Whether it is the questioning of fundamental beliefs 
during the Enlightenment period or venturing astrological hypotheses, this example 
draws attention to the importance of the contextual environment and how society 
interprets and understands disasters as well as highlighting the particular values so-
ciety upholds as sacred. Mystical explanations for earthquakes are no longer referred 
to as ‘hidden thunders, belched from the underground’ or the alignment of planets; 
rather, a scientific explanation is espoused based on the friction between, or move-
ment of, tectonic plates. The introduction of scientific laws and the celebration of rea-
son that began in the Enlightenment period have thus developed into an entirely dif-
ferent conception of the meaning of disasters as well as the object of protection. 
Adding to Voltaire’s concern with human suffering (life), regional organizations 
now emphasize property, the economy, and the environment as referent points of 
protection. Unlike other aspects of cooperation reviewed in this study, there is com-
plete homogeneity across all regional organizations that have developed a DRM 
framework agreement. These referent points are often presented in the definitions of 
a disaster or are mixed into an introductory paragraph on how the increasing num-
                                                
215 Until the turn of the 18th century slavery was commonly accepted, the punishment for crime 
was often administered through mutilation, burning, flogging, execution or exile (cf. Foucault 
1977, pp. 1-6). Even brutality was considered an ‘uncomplicated “pleasure in life” in the medi-
eval period’ (Elias 1978, cited in Haskell 1985a, p. 548).  
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bers of disasters are affecting the critical structures of society.216 One slight exception 
to this is the OAS that places less emphasis on the environment as a referent point of 
protection. Instead, the environment, or ‘natural resource base’, tends to be more 
closely aligned to economic developmentHowever, may be changing. While still fairly 
absent in official texts, an ‘official statement’ delivered by an OAS risk management 
authority to the third session of the global platform for DRR makes a clear connection 
between climate change and DRR as a key challenge to the Americas (González 2011).  
The raison d’être of regional cooperation on disaster management is also in line 
with the UNISDR definition of disaster that, as noted above, has been incorporated in 
most regional DRM strategies. A disaster is ‘a serious disruption of the functioning of 
a community or a society involving widespread human, material, economic or envi-
ronmental losses and impacts, which exceeds the ability of the affected community or 
society to cope with using its own resources’ (UNISDR 2009g, p. 9). These referent 
points of protection are contingent on the current global societal context where the 
value of life, property, the economy, and the environment are semi-permanent fix-
tures that may or may not be prioritized in the future.   
WOMEN’S RIGHTS 
A number of regional organizations have inserted statements on the protection or the 
empowerment of women. Comparable gender references are made by LAS (2011, 
3.3.2), SADC (2006, 2.2), PIF (2005, v), CARICOM (2007, vi), the OAS (2007, pre-
amble), the AU (2004, 1/8), and ECO (2008, 12). While ASEAN does not have an ex-
plicit reference to women’s rights in its 2005 framework agreement, it has more re-
cently set up an ASEAN Commission on the Promotion and Protection of the Rights 
of Women and Children (ACWC), which contains specific measures for ‘women in 
natural disasters’ (ASEAN 2011c).  EU legislation on civil protection and gender is-
sues contains few explicit references to women’s rights in connection to natural disas-
ters. This does not mean however that the EU neglects women’s rights, as this is a 
fundamental aspect of the values it upholds in a number of official treaties, legislation 
(European Council 1992, 2007c, cf. García Muñoz 1998) and through the European 
Court (Cichowski 2005). Attention to women’s rights in connection to natural disas-
ters can also be seen in the Commission’s financing of various projects (ISDR 2008) 
and is also embedded in documents on the EU’s response capacity to natural and 
                                                
216 Note that SADCs referent point of protection is not clearly stated in its agreements except 
for the environment. Its website, however, does mention the importance of human life and the 
preservation of essential assets and the economy.  
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manmade disasters (cf. European Parliament 2010). Additionally, the EU is particu-
larly active in supporting women’s rights abroad (Candeloro 2010, Georgieva 2010d), 
such as its strong commitment to implementing the UN Security Council resolution 
1325 on women, peace and security through ECHO, the largely external policy space 
of the Union for emergency management (UN 2010).217 The EU is also committed to 
the HFA priorities for action that include the aim that a ‘gender perspective should be 
integrated into all disaster risk management policies’ (UNISDR 2005, p. 4).  
As the empowerment of women is a prioritized value in world society (cf. Francisco 
and Weiss 1979, Berkovitch and Bradley 1999, Berkovitch 2003), the explicit or im-
plicit inclusion of gender references in DRM activity from the 10 regional organiza-
tions under review provide a fairly strong link between the importance global norms 
have on the construction of regional DRM. As there is also a full homogeneity across 
all 10 regional organizations in terms of the general referent points of protection that 
form the foundational basis of DRM cooperation, the argument that states are influ-
enced by a global normative structure on DRM is further strengthened.  
The empirical review on the contingent nature of regional referent points of pro-
tection and women’s rights revealed a high degree of standardization, offering further 
support for the claim that the global normative environment is an adequate causal 
property. However, unlike the analysis on the content and concepts of regional DRM, 
support for the UN was not as strong. While regional organizations and the UN hold 
the same values, no direct link was discovered between them. As the historical section 
on the contingent character of modern values demonstrates, these values are rather 
understood as a broader or more transcendent set of values that seems to constitute 
the activity and interests of the UN as a receiver rather than a diffuser of norms. This 
possibility is revisited in the third ideal type that examines inter alia mulitiple agents 
of normative diffusion.   
4.2.5. Summary  
According to the definition of a global model, the standardized ‘set of cultural rules’ 
elucidated in regional DRM agreements ‘give generalized meaning to social activity 
and regulate it in a patterned way’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 85). This 
                                                
217 An early connection made between DRM and women’s rights by the UN was through the 
1968 international conference on human rights. A resolution was adopted by the Commission 
on the Status of Women and the General Assembly that recommended the protection of wom-
en and children against violence in territories with armed conflicts and natural disasters (UN 
1969, pp. 516-7). See also: (UN 1989, p. 334, 2010). 
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patterned activity is present not only in the content and concepts of the agreements, 
but also in the very values they wish to uphold and protect. The three features of the 
DRM model described in this section clearly depict a high level of standardization 
across a range of regional organizations that have varied local histories and cultures. 
This substantiates the claim that a global DRM model exists and that regional DRM 
cooperation is formed from an external structure rather than local demand. This is 
seen most clearly in the stated motivations and references in the content of the DRM 
agreements, as well as the values underpinning the referent points of protection.  
Table 4.4 Degree of standardization of regional DRM 
Features of DRM standardization Degree of homogeneity 
Content Aspiration Medium/High 
 Motivation  High 
 External legitimation High 
Concepts Disaster; response; preparedness, early-warning; DRM; 
DRR 
Medium/High 
Values Life; property, economy, environment, High 
 Women’s rights High 
 
These highly standardized features of regional DRM are depicted in Table 4.4. The 
degree of standardization was arrived at by assessing the extent to which all cases that 
had published DRM framework agreements – used as a common measure across the 
cases – held highly similar content, concepts, and values.218 When there was complete 
agreement across all cases, the outcome produced a ‘high’ degree of homogeneity. 
When a minority of cases displayed differences, a ‘medium/high’ degree of homoge-
neity was given. The aspiration category under DRM content, for example, received a 
medium/high degree of homogeneity because a majority of cases are similar and a 
minority of cases – the EU, ASEAN, and the OAS – showed some differences. 
The main findings show that a majority of regional organizations expressed re-
markably similar aims and goals in their DRM framework agreement (aspirations); 
that all regional organizations expressed a common motivation for cooperating on 
regional DRM that has transcended its functional routes; all regional organizations 
refer to external agencies in order to legitimize DRM cooperation; a majority of re-
gional organizations use the same DRM terminology, which is derived from a com-
mon source from the UNDP; and the reference points of protection that establish the 
fundamental reason for DRM cooperation are identical across all 10 regional organi-
zations.  
                                                
218 Out of the 10 cases, ECO and Mercosur do not yet have such agreements and are therefore 
not included. Also note that out of the framework agreements, only four regions included def-
initions.  
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Across all features of DRM standardization, the EU is the main regional organiza-
tion that reduces the possibility of full homogeneity as it differs in terms of aspira-
tions (the types of goals and aims it sets) and in its definition of DRM terms. A com-
mon explanation for this variance is when global values come into conflict with local 
customs and traditions. However, there is an arguably more convincing explanation 
based on the unique ideational character of the EU that is further elucidated in the 
next section. Furthermore, as a majority of cases do conform exceptionally well with a 
global model of DRM, the argument that differences occur due to local conditions 
gains little currency in this analysis. Instead, the high similarities provide support for 
the argument that states are motivated through a global set of norms rather than local 
conditions for regional DRM cooperation. It is important to keep in mind, however, 
that the highly standardized cooperation on DRM is only supported by regional 
agreements that emerged or were updated after 2000, in general, and after 2005, in 
particular. Regional agreements before this period tend to convey more diversity than 
similarities.  
Table 4.5 Assessment of ideal type 1: The standardization of regional DRM 
Ideal Type 1:  
‘Regional DRM is standardized by a global set of norms’ 
Causal condition Causal status Outcome 
i. External normative 
structure 
Adequate Reference to an external source legitimizes 
state action in DRM 
ii. External normative 
agent 
Coincidental Reference to the UN to legitimizes state 
action in DRM 
 
The aim of the first ideal type was to explore the extent to which regional DRM was 
a product of a global set of norms. Attention was thus focused on the expected out-
comes of the existence of a regional DRM normative model: namely, a high degree of 
similarity in the content, concepts, and values expressed in regional DRM frame-
works of agreement. This is largely confirmed in this analysis, which classifies the 
global normative environment as an adequate cause for the emergence of regional 
DRM cooperation. That is, regional DRM cooperation cannot be imagined without 
the existence of a global set of norms. In addition to this adequate cause, the investi-
gation also points to a further coincidental cause: that the emergence of regional 
DRM cannot be imagined without the presence of the UN. It was revealed that the 
aims and goals of a majority of regional organizations, many of the external refer-
ences, and the terms and definitions of DRM all pointed towards the active involve-
ment of the UN as the source of much of DRM standardization. While this causal fac-
tor is not part of the ideal type, the important role of international organizations is 
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mentioned by world society theorists—an important issue that defines the second and 
third ideal types. A summary of the outcome of this analysis is illustrated in Table 4.5.  
The results from the application of the first ideal type are nevertheless unsatisfy-
ing. While it has established that there is a global DRM model and that the UN plays 
an important role in the legitimatization of regional DRM, it does not tell us how 
states are influenced by the model and why the DRM model exists. Exploring these 
avenues in the following empirical sections via a number of other ideal types will help 
to answer these questions and also provide higher specification on the extent to which 
global norms are responsible for motivating states to cooperate on regional DRM.  
4.3. Ideal type 2: The (re)production of the global DRM model  
The second ideal type – that regional and international organizations (re)produce a 
global model of DRM – is designed to express the extent to which the global DRM 
model is reproduced through inter-subjective exchange by regional and international 
organizations.219 The purpose of this ideal type is not only to substantiate the exist-
ence of a DRM model – this was achieved with the first ideal type on standardization 
– but also to express how this DRM model is propagated and maintained as an im-
portant global norm. The second ideal type thus provides a different perspective on 
the central argument proposed in this chapter: that states are motivated to cooperate 
on regional DRM via a set of global norms. The first ideal type explains what is stand-
ardized; the second explains why and how this is case.  
The findings from the first ideal type provide much of the impetus for conducting 
an investigation into how the global model on DRM is (re)produced. The previous 
analysis reveals that: (1) there is a high amount of homogeneity among a majority of 
regional organizations, thereby confirming that a global model on regional DRM ex-
ists; and (2) there is an acute inter-relational dimension as evidenced by the external 
references made to international organizations and the links made between the con-
tent and concepts of regional DRM agreements with the UN. The relationship be-
tween regional organizations and the UN (singled out as the coincidental agent for 
                                                
219 As noted in the previous section, the global DRM model is defined as: ‘set of cultural rules’ 
on the preparedness, prevention, response and recovery to natural disasters ‘that give general-
ized meaning to social activity’ for states, regional and international organizations ‘and regu-
late it in a patterned way… [it] involves processes that make such sets of rules seem natural 
and taken for granted while eliminating alternative interpretations and regulations’ (Meyer, 
Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 85). 
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regional DRM cooperation) is consequently investigated for the purpose of assessing 
the importance of this external source for regional DRM cooperation. 
If regional DRM is reproduced and maintained as a global model it is expected that 
this is achieved through a hierarchical relationship between the receiver and the 
teacher of DRM norms (cf. Finnemore 1993).220  The receiver or student of the norms 
will practice and attempt to mimic the teacher, while the teacher will tell the student 
what type of acceptable behaviour is warranted in the area of DRM. In the following 
section, I first concentrate on the role of the regional organizations as learners or stu-
dents of the regional DRM model. This comprises a discourse analysis of speeches 
and official statements made by regional DRM authorities. The outcome of this analy-
sis reveals that a majority of regional organizations tend to conform to the role of a 
student, with the case of the EU as the main exception. This ambiguity is explored in 
the next section where speeches and statements from the EU show signs of an idea-
tional shift from a student to a teacher of regional DRM. The final section analyses 
the extent to which the UN acts as a teacher of regional DRM. The overall findings 
tend to agree with the ideal type and thus substantiate the importance of the global 
normative environment on state decisions to cooperation on regional DRM. The am-
biguity revealed in the ideal types also emphasizes the dynamic roles played by re-
gional organizations, whereby they strive to become more like the teacher of norms. 
Unlike many world society theorists, the empirical results of this study also place em-
phasis on the power gained through enacting a global model. The more authority an 
organization gains as a teacher of DRM norms, the more normative power it gains in 
determining the future trajectory of the policy field. Before embarking on the empiri-
cal analysis a brief revision of the theoretical foundations of the ideal type as well a 
description of the employed methods is made. 
4.3.1. Theoretical foundations and applied methods 
When states conform to a global model their activities not only become standardized, 
but states will also ceremonially reproduce the global cultural script. By propagating a 
global model – derived from the world cultural script – states are awarded with legit-
imacy not because a model is a functional requirement of the state, but because states 
observe that others also follow a similar pattern of cooperation (Jepperson 2001, p. 
                                                
220 These diametrical terms are also referred to as a principle-agent relationship (Meyer and 
Jepperson 2000, p. 111). However, this term is avoided in this thesis as it can be too easily 
confused with Principal-Agent Theory (cf. Laffont and Martimort 2002).   
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5). States will thus reify or reproduce an existing global model as common practice. In 
addition, world society theorists posit that states will be inclined to promote this 
model to other states, as this will afford an even higher degree of legitimization. 
States will first embark on a process of becoming an ‘interested agent’ of norms, 
which ultimately leads to becoming a ‘disinterested other’ (Meyer 2010, p. 7), from a 
student to a teacher of norms (cf. Meyer and Jepperson [2000] 2009). As students of 
norms, regional organizations will reproduce a global model by not only standardiz-
ing policies but also by announcing to others that their policies and activity are ho-
mogenous with the global script: global models are produced and reproduced by pro-
fessionalized ‘others’ who ‘instruct and advise individuals and organizations on how 
to be better actors in light of general principles’ (Meyer 2010, p. 7). The audience will 
often be the teacher that confirms, supports, and lends legitimacy to such activity as 
well as advising and correcting behaviour. Interrelational exchange between interna-
tional organizations, the state, and regional organizations is consequently required 
for the reproduction of the global model (Meyer et al. 1997, p. 158). Put simply, a stu-
dent and teacher relationship between states and the international community would 
be an adequate cause for the reproduction and preservation of the global DRM model. 
We would consequently expect to see this type of relationship when analysing region-
al organizations’ roles in the international community. As the UN was highlighted as 
an important causal component for the emergence of regional DRM in the previous 
analysis on the standardization of DRM, it is furthermore expected that the UN em-
bodies the teacher role and that regional organizations embody the student role.  
The principal method used to analyse the interrelational role between regional or-
ganizations and the UN is discourse analysis. Here, speeches and official regional 
DRM agreements are used to uncover the roles of regional organizations in teaching 
or learning the DRM script. Instead of emphasizing the mode of diffusion in argu-
mentation (Risse 2000), deliberation via epistemic communities (Haas 1992), and 
modern technology (Deutsch et al. 1957), world society theory emphasizes the dy-
namic ideational reification of global actors in supporting and constituting global 
models.221 That is, it places emphasis on how states – or in this case regional organi-
zations – take on a particular role or identity that is predetermined by a world cultur-
al script. Regional organizations thus enact, and thereby reproduce, the global model. 
In order to analyse this I draw on a hermeneutic discourse analysis that, in line with 
                                                
221 To be clear, this does not mean that world society theory does not take these other process-
es seriously see: (Lechner and Boli 2005, pp. 84-8).  
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an analytical methodology, assumes that meaning can be interpreted through texts. 
The following elaborates on this particular form of analysis. 
When an ideal-type is reframed into a question and then applied to a text, a dis-
course is produced between the researcher and the material. By asking the same 
questions – or ‘knocking’ on the door of the text until it gives a resonating tone (Al-
vesson and Sköldberg 2009, p. 122) – an interpretation of a text is created. The text in 
this case is largely made up of speeches and official documents on DRM. The princi-
pal question applied to these texts is: can the context of the whole (world culture) 
relate to its parts (regional organizations) and vice versa? This is subsequently sepa-
rated into two specific questions: (1) is there continuity in the texts in terms of com-
mon values and principles of world culture? And (2) does the author of the text act as 
a teacher or as a student?  
As noted above, the image between the teacher and the student is taken from an 
underlying theme in world society theory based on the production and reproduction 
of global culture through a repeated student-teacher relationship. The teacher is the 
disinterested other who teaches and spreads the global script to the interested actor. 
Just like the formal school system that emphasizes ‘individual achievement, individu-
al capacities and individual limitations and…individualized attention to the unique 
properties of each student’ (Boli 2005, p. 389), an NGO can also act as an ‘individuat-
ing institution’ to a regional organization or a state.222 An example of the student-
teacher relationship is when students repeat to the teacher what they have learned as 
well as the accomplishments that have achieved. Conversely, an example of a teacher-
student relationship is when the teacher rewards good behaviour, teaches best prac-
tices, and punishes non-performance.  
To be sure, this is not an inductive or ‘grounded’ study (Milliken 1999, p. 234), but 
applies an ideal type derived from a theoretical or deduced assumption to the text 
with the expectation that the text will not always resonate with a resounding tone. 
This is carried out with the expressed aim of revealing the authority associated with 
the roles of a teacher and student of a DRM model and how this constitutes state be-
haviour. The typical ‘method’ used to systemically review the meaning of texts in IR is 
predicate analysis that concentrates on the (ad)verbs and adjectives that are attached 
to nouns (Milliken 1999, p. 232). This is loosely applied to the analysis and is com-
plemented by an emphasis on personal pronouns (cf. Fairclough 1992, 1995, Hardt-
                                                
222 To be sure, this is not a one-way street. Actor and action are intermittently intertwined, 
which means that actorhood can switch to otherhood. 
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Mautner 1995, Wodak and Chilton 2005), as I am primarily interested in identifying 
the roles an organization performs. 
In summary, the second ideal type focuses on the interrelational processes be-
tween regional organizations and the UN for the purpose of highlighting how this 
interaction creates and re-affirms particular identities that constitute, and thus shape, 
acceptable patterns of behaviour for states in regional cooperation on DRM. This is 
achieved through a qualitative study that makes use of discourse analysis that investi-
gates how these organizations take on the roles of a ‘teacher’ or ‘student’ of the global 
DRM model.    
4.3.2. The school of DRM 
This section explores the ideational role of regional and international organizations. 
In particular, it is shown that a student-teacher relationship tends to define interac-
tion between regional organizations and the United Nations. The performances of 
these organizations in taking on particular roles is a central concept in the sociology 
of knowledge that is influential in world society theory: ‘Institutions are embodied in 
individual experience by means of roles…[as an] essential ingredient of the objectively 
available world of any society (Berger and Luckmann 1967, p. 74). This relationship 
and the extent to which these organizations embody different roles are distinguished 
through an analysis of public and private speeches made by regional DRM authorities 
in international fora as well as official agreements on DRM. These authorities are 
individuals that oversee DRM cooperation in regional and international organizations 
such as the EU Commissioner responsible for International Cooperation, Humanitar-
ian Aid and Crisis Responses, and the General Secretary for ASEAN. The analysis of 
these regional organizations reveals that the UN is often treated as the main ‘teacher’ 
of DRM norms. Understood as reflections of a particular organizational identity, UN 
speeches are subsequently analysed in the second section.  
This relational approach to understanding the roles of DRM organizations also 
builds on the insights delivered by Martha Finnemore who refers to international 
organizations in general, and the UN in particular, as teachers of norms (1993). The 
following analysis thus applies a hermeneutic discourse analysis on the selected re-
gional organizations with particular emphasis on whether the organizations teach, or 
are being taught, the global DRM model. References to world cultural principles of 
progress and human rights as the central values of DRM are, furthermore, expected 
to reverberate through speeches and official documents on regional DRM. The first 
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subsection presented below analyses the extent to which regional organizations are 
students of the global DRM model. The second subsection analyses the extent to 
which the UN acts as a teacher of the global DRM model. 
4.3.2.1. Learning the global DRM model 
If regional organizations are students of a global DRM model, one would expect 
statements from speeches and official texts to show a clear reiteration of the organiza-
tion’s commitment to the global DRM model. The following examples confirm this 
expectation in a majority of the 10 regional organizations under investigation. 
Celebrating the International day of disaster reduction, the Secretary General of 
ASEAN made the following statement:   
let us use this event to reflect not only the importance of disaster risk reduction 
towards achieving sustainable development, but to also reaffirm our commitment 
to speed up and achieve the ASEAN Community, Hyogo Framework for Action 
and Millennium Development Goals by 2015. I would also like to extend my sin-
cere recognition to the international community, non-government organisations, 
academic institutions and civil society for their outstanding energy and assistance 
for supporting the ASEAN Member States in every level of disaster risk reduction 
initiatives. I would encourage that we continue the existing collaboration and 
keep on inventing new strategies and technologies to further enhance disaster 
risk reduction, climate change adaptation as well as poverty alleviation initia-
tives. 
 
Surin Pituwan (2010) 
 
Pituwan’s speech reiterates ASEAN’s desire to commit to the Hyogo Framework 
for Action (HFA). It expresses gratitude to the international community, and it en-
courages the continual process of institutionalization of DRM at the regional and 
global level. If the HFA is representative of the global DRM model, by including this 
in his speech, the Secretary General uses a linguistic symbol to provide a (detached) 
meaning that is understood within the institutionalized world of DRM. A linguistic 
symbol is a commonplace word that expresses a set of ideas within a specific issue 
area that is easily transmittable (cf. Berger & Luckmann 1967, 57). ASEAN thus ap-
pears to claim its membership in a global community of DRM through a shared sign-
system.  
Similar traits are observable in other regional organizations that not only refer to 
the HFA but are also keen to pledge their allegiance to the global aims of DRM. Ex-
pressing their commitment and desire to uphold the DRM model, an LAS representa-
tive at the UN’s third Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction notes: ‘I would like 
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to assure you of the commitment of the Arab League to continue its efforts to reduce 
disaster risks’ (El Mallah 2011b). Presenting a speech at the same venue, the AU 
Commissioner for Rural Economy and Agriculture, Rohda Peace Tumausiime, simi-
larly notes that their political commitment to implement ‘global and regional frame-
works for disaster risk reduction remains strong in Africa’ (2011, p. 3). Addressed to a 
similar audience, Adelina Kamal, head of disaster management and humanitarian 
assistance division in the ASEAN secretariat notes that their framework agreement 
(AADMER) ‘reaffirms and is a manifestation of ASEAN’s commitment to the implan-
tation of the HFA’ and contributes to the ‘global disaster reduction aims’ (2009). And 
in the opening remarks at a conference for the preparation of the 2001-2004 frame-
work on DRM, CARICOM’s coordinator for CDERA notes: ‘It is our expectation that 
your presence [UNDP and USAID] will assist us in fashioning a strategy that pro-
motes a broad based consensus approach to disaster management in general and risk 
reduction in particular’ (Collymore 2001, p. 1).  
Pituwan’s speech and other statements from regional organizations not only em-
phasize shared sign systems, but also share a common trait of ‘commitment’. This 
predicate reflects a hierarchical structure where regional organizations assume a 
sense of humility in the face of more normatively powerful organizations. Put differ-
ently, these expressions illustrate a loyalty to an external ‘other’ in a student-teacher 
relationship. The regional organizations wish to live up to the expectations and obey 
the rules set by an external source that is close to the DRM global model. 
These commitments are often followed by the practice of listing a set of achieve-
ments that represent progress towards the aims and goals set by the ‘teacher’ and, 
thus, further reinforce the performances of the two roles. For example, Russell 
Howorth, the director of the agency responsible for DRM in the PIF, notes in a speech 
at the UN’s third session of the Pacific Platform for DRM that: 
 
Over the past two years progress has been made, in areas such as agriculture and 
education…training courses available at regional and national lev-
el…humanitarian response is being streamlined and strengthened…development 
planning and decision- making frameworks is progressing [sic]. 
 
(2011, pp. 6-7)  
Other examples of listing include the AU (Tumausiime 2011), LAS (El Mallah 2011a), 
OAS (Ramdin 2009), CARICOM (Riley 2011), SADC (Mothae 2010), and ASEAN 
(Kamal 2009).  
While a majority of regional organizations under investigation do tend to show 
strong signs of ‘learning’ DRM, the EU tends to be an exception to the rule as it posi-
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tions itself in a more authoritative position than most other regional organizations, 
yet less so than the UN.  
THE EU AS AN APPRENTICE OF DRM 
The European Union provides a number of speeches and documents that link DRM 
with universal values. An excerpt from a speech delivered by the European Commis-
sioner for International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid and Crisis Response to the 
United Nations on 24 September 2010 illustrates this connection and provides pre-
liminary evidence for its student role vis-à-vis the UN.  
I travel to countries that are suffering because of natural or man made disasters, 
from Haiti to Pakistan, from Sudan to the Sahel and many other places. In these 
moments of human hardship, it is not just relief staff and money that come to 
rescue lives. It is above all the common and universal values of our shared hu-
manity which bring us together to express our solidarity with our fellow men and 
women, across borders, across oceans, across cultures, across religions. This is 
the very common cultural heritage, which we need to value and promote through 
the Alliance. The promotion of universal human rights lies at the heart of that 
common cultural heritage. 
Kristalina Georgieva (2010c) 
The rhetoric used by the EU conjures up images of world culture writ large, where 
global principles of human rights and progress are reified. More specifically, the 
Commissioner claims human rights as the basis for a global, and not Western, com-
mon heritage. She does this by claiming that global empathy is fashioned through the 
suffering of humankind that is brought on by natural and man-made disasters. This 
empathy is then transferred and made synonymous with human rights. The state-
ment is also strongly declarative. Although the Commissioner uses the personal pro-
noun ‘our’ – which could be interpreted as an attempt to strengthen her ‘united’ mes-
sage of equality – she also proclaims the universal values as facts: this is ‘our shared 
humanity’; this is our ‘common cultural heritage’.223 This tone is important because it 
implies a hierarchical relationship in the sense that the Commissioner gives herself 
the right, or has the power, to claim status. This statement is thus not only repre-
sentative of a European worldview, but also makes an ideational claim, and legiti-
mates its action through reiterating the core values of the world script. This stands in 
contrast to a majority of other regional organizations that take on a more sober image 
that is more indicative of a student.  
                                                
223 The emphasis on personal pronouns is an established area of discourse analysis that this 
study rests upon. For more on this see: Hardt-Mautner 1995, p. 16, Wodak and Chilton 2005, 
p. 151, Huckin 2002, Fairclough 1992, 1995, Inigo-Mora 2004. 
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On occasion the EU also provides lists of achievements to the UN (EU 2011a). 
However, a subtle difference in the type of language used can be detected. Instead of 
only using the first person singular that would identify a dialectical relationship be-
tween a student and a teacher of norms, the EU also uses the first person plural. By 
using ‘we’ and not ‘I’, the EU begins to shift its ideational position from a student to 
an apprentice or even a teacher itself. For example: ‘We fully share the Secretary Gen-
eral’s view that there is evidence of greater investment needs in disaster risk reduc-
tion’; and ‘We all know that investing in disaster risk reduction (DRR) activities be-
fore a disaster takes place pays significant dividends’ (Ibid). Other speeches also tend 
to take on an image of the EU as an apprentice where the Union embodies the global 
script to the point that the global values become their own: 
We need to focus political attention, to ensure a shared understanding and commitment 
regarding humanitarian action. The Development agenda has benefited from the formi-
dable political traction of The Millennium Development Goals. It is time to build a re-
newed global consensus on the goals, norms and principles for humanitarian as-
sistance 
Kristalina Georgieva (2011b, original emphasis) 
 
Although the Commissioner’s speech is performed in a different context, there is 
continuity in her declarative language (cf. Gerogieva 2010b). By acting out this specif-
ic role, Georgieva reinforces the EU’s self-identity as a moral leader and implicitly 
proclaims what type of cooperation is needed in the future: a presumptuous and au-
thoritative statement that closely resembles the UN Secretary General’s closing lines 
in a recent speech on DRM: ‘we know the problem. We know what to do’ (Ban 2009). 
The various initiatives made by the EU in the past three years as an external supplier 
of Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) (CDERA 2009) have only strengthened such re-
solve. In a recent trip to Southeast Asia, the Commissioner describes a number of 
‘needs’ that ASEAN ought to adopt, using language that resonates a teacher-student 
relationship:  
In our own development, we Europeans have learned how important it is to share 
the benefits of growth: when economic resources are shared, the society is far 
more resilient. This is why in this time of more disasters and rapid economic 
changes, we need to be particularly vigilant to tackle inequalities, as the poorest 
are also the most vulnerable. This is an important lesson for Europe's unity and 
future, and a lesson that will matter for the future of ASEAN as well. 
 
Kristalina Georgieva (2011a, 2) 
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The Commissioner continues by advising how to ‘realise environmental degrada-
tion’ and what type of collective cooperation should be executed. Not only does 
Georgieva’s speech provide a list of the most appropriate types of cooperation – such 
as the need to cooperate collectively in the area of preparedness, response, and recov-
ery – but she also tells ASEAN what type of threat will be important for them based 
on European historical experience. This statement, thus, assumes that the EU is 
somewhat ahead in the DRM game – Europeans have already learned the importance 
of sharing knowledge – and therefore is in a ‘better’ position to share their knowledge 
to those who are less privileged. This underlying assumption is certainly difficult to 
explicitly claim, and it is doubtful that any EU official would openly support such a 
claim. Nevertheless, it does appear to be embedded in the language and helps to re-
veal how the EU perceives itself in Southeast Asia as an authoritative teacher.  
The EU has increasingly become more of a disinterested ‘other’ rather than an ‘in-
terested agent’ of DRM norms, whereby it confers power and authority to itself 
through the promotion of DRM values. Keeping this in mind, a common thread re-
mains: all regional organizations claim strong links with the UN and a majority play a 
student-type role when in its presence. If the UN is the classical ‘teacher’ of a global 
DRM model, does it also ‘act’ as a teacher?  
4.3.2.2. Teaching the global DRM model 
The following aims to show that the UN enacts the role of a teacher (1) through the 
language UN officials use, (2) by rewarding regional organizations and nation states 
(students) for good behaviour, and (3) supplying a common fora (classroom) in which 
all states and regional organizations can attend. 
Cast in dramatic imagery reminiscent of Winston Churchill’s chronicle of the Se-
cond World War, the UN Secretary General’s opening speech at the 2009 global plat-
form on DRR is clear in its authoritative message: the HFA goals must be incorpo-
rated if the values that ‘we’ wish to protect, based on the world cultural script, are to 
remain.  
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Risks are growing, especially in poor countries. In many parts of the world, we 
are losing ground. Moreover, it is clear that climate change is making things 
worse. The storm clouds are gathering. We face a more threatening future from 
natural hazards. Millions of people will be hit twice over. First, by more extreme 
weather. Second, by the loss of ecosystems and food and water supplies…Risk re-
duction is an investment. It is our first line of defence in adapting to climate 
change. It will pay handsome dividends. The Hyogo Framework for Action is vital 
in reducing risk. We can link the implementation of Hyogo with a new climate 
agreement. We can achieve a triple win -- against poverty, against disasters and 
against climate change. I challenge you to set a target…. I urge you to start work-
ing now on the immediate practical steps that will achieve this goal. The United 
Nations will back you in this effort. As one UN…[W]e know the problem. We 
know what to do. 
 
Ban Ki-moon (2009) 
This message could be easily read as a call to arms. We will be ‘hit’, ‘we are losing 
ground’, action is ‘vital’ and ‘our first line of defence’, we need to ‘win’, achieving the 
‘goal’ will be ‘challenging’, we need to be ‘practical’, and the top brass will ‘back you in 
this effort’. A second image that surfaces in this statement is a calculative need to ‘in-
vest’ in the future. These imageries are not unique to Ban’s speech but are often re-
peated in different fora by UN officials when referring to DRM (Egeland 2005, Ban 
2010, 2011, Wahlström 2010a, 2010b, 2010c).224 Ban and other UN practitioners set 
forth a single and clear instruction: to insert the HFA goals in national and regional 
organizational structures. By incorporating images of a collective by using the first 
person plural and the use of phrases like ‘as one UN’, the Secretary General signals 
the reward of surmounting his ‘challenge’: namely, acceptance into the global cultural 
order. Thus legitimacy is bestowed upon regional organizations and states that adopt 
the DRM model embodied in the HFA framework, as well as the cultural script of 
human rights and environmental protection. Like the EU’s relationship to ASEAN, 
the UN constructs itself as a ‘knower’ who transmits (objectified) knowledge to the 
‘non-knowers’ (cf. Berger and Luckmann 1967, pp. 70-1).  
An example for ritual creation by the UN offers a further illustration of the power 
the UN holds in forming the ‘rules of the game’ on regional DRM. On 11 May 2011 the 
UNISDR recognized President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono of Indonesia as the 
                                                
224 The ‘military’ and ‘investment’ themes are repeated in many other speeches by top UN offi-
cials. The following offers a small selection: ‘We are…on the threshold of a breakthrough in 
acceleration in risk reduction practice, leaders and decision-makers and individuals seem to 
be hesitating – holding their step. Let us consider in this meeting why and what we as risk 
reduction policy makers and practitioners can do to accelerate actions’ (Wahlström 2010a); 
‘we recognize that you…are the front line of defence of humanitarian principles in times of 
disaster or emergency’ (Wahlström 2010b); ‘It is time to invest and act immediately to make 
African continent more resilient to disasters’ (Wahlström 2010c); ‘Experience and common 
sense agree: we must invest today for a better tomorrow’ (Ban 2011); and ‘we must recognize 
that climate change will bring more incidents of extreme weather. That is why we must invest 
more in reducing the risk of future disasters’ (Ban 2010).  
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‘UNISDR Global Champion for Disaster Risk Reduction’. In a letter of commendation 
to the President the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Disaster Risk 
Reduction, Margareta Wahlström, noted:  
I am honored that you have accepted to be the in recognition of your efforts and 
commitment in protecting people and communities from the impact of disas-
ters…You have been instrumental in instilling a culture of safety under pinned by 
strong community engagement, both at the national and local levels…I applaud 
your leadership in fostering a drive for resilience within the South East Asian Na-
tions, underscored by greater coherence and coordination among Member States. 
Your guidance and leadership will be of immense value to countries at risk 
around the world [Sic]. 
ISDR (2011f) 
This ritualistic action legitimizes the role of the UN, Indonesia, and ASEAN 
through a public award-giving ceremony. By publicly awarding a state for adopting 
the institutionalized rules of (regional) DRM, the UN sends a clear signal of what ac-
tion is necessary for increasing the status of a state; and reifies its position as a high-
er-order organization that holds the rights – through the disinterested action of its 
professional employees in promoting (Western) transcendental values – to instruct, 
teach, and advise regional organizations and nation states. The statement by Wahl-
ström also provides a map of the most appropriate action for other states: (1) they 
ought to engender a ‘culture of safety’ at the local and national levels; (2) they ought 
to actively participate at the regional level; and (3) they ought to cooperate on region-
al DRM.225 Interestingly, this practice has recently been used by CARICOM which 
celebrated CDEMA’s 20th anniversary by awarding ‘individuals and institutions whose 
long term efforts have fundamentally changed the delivery of disaster management in 
the region for the better’ (CARICOM 2011). The process of award giving through 
symbolic or ‘mnemotechnic aids’ not only reaffirms transmitted knowledge (Berger 
and Luckmann 1967, p. 71), but also strengthens the constructed relationship and on-
going performance between organizations. Furthermore, the act reinforces the central 
cultural script of liberal individualism; as soon as individual organizations are sig-
nalled as being superior to others, a logic of competition arises which further rein-
forces the individualism of each contestant.     
If the speeches analysed above are representative of the ideational roles of regional 
organizations, then the UN clearly sports a commanding ‘teaching’ role. Indeed, the 
UN and its agencies are of more strategic importance for reifying and producing the 
                                                
225 In addition to this award, the UN also gives out the Sasakawa Award for Disaster Reduction 
as well as Certificates of Distinction and Merit each year to individuals that have ‘significantly 
contributed to the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action’ (UNISDR 2009e, 
2009f).  
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global DRM model than other organizations. This observation is in-line with the gen-
eral commentary on roles made by Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann who state 
that:   
 
While ‘all roles represent the institutional order...Some roles, however, symboli-
cally represent that order in its totality more than others. Such roles are of great 
strategic importance in a society, since they represent not only this or that insti-
tution, but the integration of all institutions in a meaningful world.’ 
 
 (1967, p. 76) 
While the EU does not seem to ‘fit’ with the general student-teacher model, it can 
be understood more precisely as an apprentice of the global DRM model. That is, it 
has recently begun to act out features of the UN’s teaching role by not only learning, 
but also exporting the DRM model.  
4.3.3. Summary 
The global DRM model is (re)produced through the interaction between regional or-
ganizations and the international community. Typified as a teacher-student relation-
ship, the empirical analysis emphasizes the critical role the UN plays in the promo-
tion and production of regional DRM and it also highlights the important role region-
al organizations play as learners or students of the regional DRM model. The case of 
the EU produced considerable ambiguity between the empirical investigation and the 
ideal type. The EU did not fully conform to the role of a student or a teacher of DRM; 
instead it was identified as in-between the two ideal types. Carrying on the analogy of 
the ‘school of DRM’, the EU was classified as an apprentice of the global DRM model. 
The ambiguity raised through the ‘apprentice’ status of the EU suggests that the ideal-
ized roles of the regional organizations are dynamic, albeit, one that is theoretically 
inclined to expect a shift from interested agents to disinterested others. Put simply, 
the ‘students’ tend to strive to become like the teacher and thus not only adorn the 
same principles, values, and patterned activity of DRM, but also begin to teach the 
same pattern to others.226 Interaction is thus crucial and an adequate causal property 
for the DRM global model.  
 
 
                                                
226 The progressive normative bias in world society theory, however, does not anticipate disin-
tegration. 
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Table 4.6 Assessment of ideal type 2: The (re)production of regional DRM 
Ideal Type 2:  
‘Regional and international organizations (re)produce the global model of DRM’ 
Causal condition Causal status Outcome 
i. Regional organiza-
tions as ‘reproducers’ 
Adequate Inter-relational exchange between regional 
organizations and the UN legitimizes state 
action in regional DRM ii. United Nations as a 
‘(re)producer’  
Adequate  
iii. European Union as a 
‘producer’  
Incidental 
 
Table 4.3 summarizes the second ideal type. The original causal condition emanat-
ing from the ideal type was the inter-relationship between regional organizations and 
the international community. It was revealed that this was indeed taking place; re-
gional organizations act as students by reproducing the global DRM model, and the 
UN acts as a teacher by steering and prescribing appropriate behaviour. The UN thus 
acts both as a producer and a reproducer of the global DRM model. This relationship 
is understood as an adequate cause for motivating states to cooperate on regional 
DRM. That is, the condition cannot be imagined without the outcome. It was fur-
thermore revealed that the EU relationship with other regional organizations and 
states also reflects a diametric relationship whereby the EU is beginning to act as a 
teacher. As regional DRM can nevertheless be imagined to exist without the presence 
of the EU, it is thus classified as an incidental cause for the emergence of regional 
DRM cooperation. This classification should not however deemphasize the important 
and growing role of the EU in the area of norm control, construction, and propaga-
tion. The more it establishes itself with the authority of a ‘disinterested other’ or as a 
teacher of global DRM norms, the more power it will have in determining the trajec-
tory of a vital policy field that has direct relevance to other associated global models, 
such as state sovereignty. Indeed, the notion of normative power should not be un-
derestimated: the clear dichotomy between the UN and other regional organizations 
places emphasis on the power the UN has in constructing the rules of the game. 
The aim of the second ideal type was to reveal the extent to which the global DRM 
model is produced by the UN and reproduced by regional organizations. By analysing 
the existence of this dialectic relationship, a further case can be made for the im-
portance of the external normative environment on the motivations of state coopera-
tion in regional DRM. 
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4.4. Ideal type 3: The diffusion of global DRM  
The third ideal type is designed to express the extent to which the global DRM model 
is diffused by international organizations.227 One would thus expect a significant in-
crease in the number and geographical spread of organizations dealing with disaster 
relief. It is also expected that relational and cultural diffusion mechanisms are an ad-
equate causal property for the growth and spread of DRM norms.  
This section is consequently divided into two parts. In the first, I apply a quantita-
tive analysis on the growth, spread and interconnections between organizations deal-
ing with DRM. This is designed to shed light on the growth and geographical spread 
of DRM organizations. The most important outcome reveals that DRM became a 
global phenomenon in the late 1970s and 1980s, and that regional DRM emerged in 
the wake of this diffusion. During this period the number of DRM organizations con-
tinued to increase and emerged in all regions of the world. An additional analysis of 
the interrelations made between these organizations also reveals that the UN, fol-
lowed by the EU and civil society, are the main agents of normative diffusion. 
The second part explores the mechanisms of diffusion. In line with world society 
theory, two modes of norm diffusion are stressed. The first is relational diffusion, 
defined by inter-subjective exchange between DRM organizations. The second is cul-
tural diffusion, defined by a common cultural category that gives meaning to a partic-
ular set of norms. The main outcome reveals that not only are the UN and other DRM 
organizations actively employing both types of diffusion, but that the cultural and 
relational diffusion mechanisms are mutually exclusive for establishing a strong set of 
global norms.  
The purpose of the third ideal type is thus to express a further perspective on how 
global norms influence state action on regional DRM. It adds to the previous ideal 
types by concentrating on how norms are diffused and highlights the preconditions 
for the emergence of the global DRM model. Before embarking on the empirical anal-
ysis, a brief revision of the theoretical foundations of the ideal type, and a description 
of the main methods, are provided in the following subsection.  
                                                
227 The formulation of the third ideal type is: the disaster risk management model is diffused 
by international organizations. 
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4.4.1. Theoretical foundations and applied methods 
The first ideal type illustrates that a global DRM model exists, and the second ideal 
type illustrates that this model is (re)produced through a dialectical role play between 
regional organizations and the UN. It was also shown that regional organizations will 
not only enact appropriate values but will also aim to adopt the role of the ‘other’ by 
teaching other organizations (cf. Meyer 2010, p. 7). The motivation for adopting the 
DRM model was furthermore located in the state’s ambition to increase its normative 
authority and legitimacy on the world stage.  
An outcome and process of the reification of the DRM global model is the diffusion 
of professions and organizations. World society theorists highlight two ways in which 
global models are diffused. The first is via ‘relational links’ whereby an individual or 
organization is connected to a global model through inter-subjective exchange. The 
second is via ‘cultural links’ whereby an individual or organization is connected to a 
global model through a common social category (Strand and Meyer [1993] 2009, p. 
139). The former includes inter-subjective exchange through networks: when the 
quantity of networks that adopt and transmit the global DRM model increase, the 
number of rationalized myths will also increase (Meyer and Rowan [1977] 2009, p. 
95, cf. Boli and Thomas 1999).228 While an important aspect of inter-subjective ex-
change was dealt with in the previous ideal type, the analysis on the ideational roles of 
regional organizations did not provide a broader perspective on the extent to which 
transnational networks support and provide legitimacy for states to enact the global 
DRM model. The third ideal type thus adds to the previous findings from the first and 
second ideal type by illustrating the growth and spread of DRM organizations, by ex-
panding on the inter-relational aspect of diffusion, and introducing the importance of 
cultural diffusion mechanisms. This in turn provides further support for the influence 
global norms have on state participation in regional DRM cooperation.  
This section makes use of quantitative and qualitative methods to extract the em-
pirical data. The former is employed for the first sub-section that looks at the quantity 
and spread of DRM organizations as well as the inter-connections made between 
them. All organizations listed in the database of the Yearbook of International Organ-
izations that are defined by the keywords ‘disaster’ and ‘emergency’ were assessed 
and categorized according to their date, geographical location, and the type and num-
                                                
228 Rationalization is a central term used in world society theory that is defined as ‘the struc-
turing of everyday life within standardized impersonal rules that constitute social organization 
as a means to collective purpose’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 76). 
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ber of inter-organizational links. This data was consequently arranged into various 
tables and figures to provide a clear illustration of the data. Qualitative techniques are 
used for the remainder of this section that assess various diffusion mechanisms 
through textual and historical analysis. Explicating the historical origins of DRM is 
considered an appropriate method for illustrating the effect norms have on state be-
haviour; comparing state perceptions and actions on DRM over time ought to reveal 
the contingent nature of norms, the importance of context, and how these can influ-
ence state interests.229 The main sources used include UN yearbooks, documents from 
the EU Commission, European Parliament, and European Council, as well as other 
official documents on regional DRM and civil society.  
4.4.2. The expansion of DRM organizations  
The diffusion and reification of global models are easily transported in an interde-
pendent environment through networks of individuals that work through interna-
tional (non-governmental) organizations such as the Red Cross, the UN, and the In-
ternational Court of the Environment (Meyer and Rowan [1977] 2009, p. 95). Three 
central features of this phenomenon are assessed in the following subsections. The 
first subsection investigates the quantity of DRM organizations in order to observe if 
there is a correlation with the rise of networks and the emergence of regional DRM. 
The second subsection looks at the geographical distribution of the networks. This 
helps to identify when DRM became a global phenomenon and the original geograph-
ical source of transnational advocacy on DRM. The third subsection investigates the 
number of inter-connections made between networks. This aids in identifying which 
organizations are the most prolific in propagating the global DRM model. 
4.4.2.1. The growth of DRM organizations 
This section analyses the quantity of DRM organizations that emerged across the 
globe in the last century. It reveals that there is a fairly strong agreement with the 
argument that DRM-networks are an important prerequisite for the emergence of 
regional DRM.  
 
                                                
229 This is a general method has been used by many other constructivists, such as Finnemore 
(1993, 1996) and Reus-Smit (1997).  
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Figure 4.1 Growth of IGOs and INGOs in the field of emergency and disaster re-
lief and the emergence of advanced regional DRM: 1863-2009 
 
Source: Author’s own calculations, data retrieved from the Yearbook of International Organi-
zations (2010) 
According to the Yearbook of International Organizations (YIO) the number of or-
ganizations operating in the field of emergency and disaster relief has grown signifi-
cantly in the last half century. Based on the keywords ‘emergency’ and ‘disaster’ the 
YIO database identified a total of 429 organizations.230 The number of organizations 
that were established each year was then calculated. The outcome reveals a steady 
increase in the number of DRM organizations as depicted in Figure 4.1. Between the 
creation of the International Committee of the Red Cross in 1863 and the creation of 
the Emergency Economic Committee for Europe in 1945, a total of 15 organizations 
emerged.231 By 1967 the number of organizations expanded to 50, doubled within a 
decade, and continued to climb towards 200 at the end of the Cold War, and then 300 
at the turn of the century. For a period of approximately two decades, between 1978 
                                                
230 These include conventional and non-conventional IGOs and INGOs. Conventional interna-
tional organizations are defined as ‘autonomous international governmental and non-
governmental organizations of a non-profit nature. Multinational enterprises are therefore 
excluded. All such bodies have members in at least 3 countries and do not have their activities 
or decision-making structured in favour of any particular country’. Non-conventional organi-
zations also include (autonomous) conference series and multilateral treaties (UIA 2012, cf. 
YIO 2010). Also note that 20 per cent or 88 organizations were not listed with an origin date. 
231 The year 1863 marks the beginning of the modern period of international organizations in 
DRM. The first recorded emergency relief organization with an international mantel – that 
continues today – is the Sovereign Military Hospitaller Order of St John of Jerusalem, of 
Rhodes and of Malta, established in 1099.  
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and 2000, at least five new organizations emerged each year. The most intense period 
of organizational growth was between 1988 and 1994, when 87 organizations were 
established within six years. After 1994 the number of new DRM organizations have 
slowly declined, which means that the expansion of DRM organizations have since 
plateaued (Annex 6.9). 
The existence and spread of these organizations provide the necessary medium 
through which the DRM model can be diffused (Meyer and Rowan [1977] 2009, pp. 
95). Indeed, a strong correlation can be made between the rise of DRM organizations 
and regional DRM cooperation. The stark increase in disaster and emergency relief 
organizations, beginning in the mid 1970s, correlates with the nascent level of region-
al cooperation on DRM that was identified in the previous chapter. That is, regional 
DRM cooperation that is defined by general statements of intent and information 
sharing initiatives. The intense period of DRM organizational growth in the 1990s 
also precedes the surge of more advanced regional DRM cooperation in the 2000s, 
i.e., when regional DRM cooperation developed operational capacities and standardi-
zation initiatives. Figure 4.1 illustrates this pattern by depicting the rise of interna-
tional DRM networks against the emergence of an advanced level of regional DRM 
cooperation. 
4.4.2.2. Geographical representation of DRM organizations 
The rise and spread of DRM organizations can be usefully categorized according to 
their geographical origins. This helps to provide insight regarding (1) when DRM be-
came a truly global phenomenon, and (2) the geographical origin of DRM.  
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Figure 4.2 The quantity and geographical distribution of DRM organizations: 
1863-2009 
 
 Source: Yearbook of International Organizations (2011) 
 Figure 4.2 displays the percentage of DRM organizations that have emerged in the 
last century according to their geographical origins. The procedure for collecting this 
data was repeated from the previous subsection. That is, the data was sourced from 
the Yearbook of International Organizations, where a standard search was entered 
into the database for all organizations that use the keyword term ‘emergency’ or ‘dis-
aster’. Out of approximately 429 organizations, 244 provide their date and place of 
origin. These organizations are then grouped according to major world regions: Eu-
rope, North America, South America, Southeast Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Central 
Asia, and the Pacific.232 
                                                
232 The following countries that claims the origins of DRM organizations were categorized as 
follows, which includes the percentage of the number of organizations from each country: 
Europe has 138 DRM organizations, which consisted of France (22%), Belgium (15%), the UK 
(16%); Switzerland (13%), Italy (8%), Germany (4%), Austria (4%), the Netherlands (3%), 
Norway (2%), Sweden (2%), Greece (2%), Bosnia-Herzegovina (1%), Cyprus (1%), Denmark 
(1%), Malta (1%), Slovakia (1%), Spain (1%), Finland (1%), Kosovo (1%), and Portugal (1%). 
North America has 43 DRM organizations, which consist of the US (98%) and Canada (2%). 
Southeast Asia has 14 DRM organizations, which consist of Japan (36%), Thailand (21%), the 
Philippians (21%), Singapore (7%), Timor-Leste (7%), and Malaysia (7%). South America has 
13 DRM organizations, which consist of Colombia (15%), Peru (15%), Argentina (8%), Barba-
dos (8%), Bolivia (8%), Brazil (8%), Costa Rica (8%), Cuba (8%), Guatemala (8%), Panama 
(8%), and Uruguay (8%). Africa has 11 DRM organizations, which consisted of Kenya (18%), 
Ethiopia (18%), Côte d'Ivoire (18%), Senegal (9%), Seychelles (9%), South Africa (9%), Came-
roon (9%), and Congo DR (9%). Central Asia has 9 DRM organizations, which consist of Tur-
key (44%), Ukraine (11%), Russia (11%), Pakistan (11%), Belarus (11%), and Azerbaijan (11%). 
The Middle East has 9 DRM organizations, which consisted of Saudi Arabia (33%), Israel 
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The geographical distribution of DRM organizations clearly shows a transatlantic 
bias, where the dominance of Europe (largely consisting of Belgium, France, Switzer-
land, Italy, and the UK) and the US provide the geographical hub of global DRM.233 
According to world society theory, this division is not surprising as the world script is 
essentially a Western-based script (Meyer and Jepperson [2000] 2009, p. 115, cf. 
Buhari-Gulmez 2010, pp. 258-9). Thus, while DRM may be global, it is decidedly 
trans-Atlantic.   
Table 4.7 Geographical distribution of DRM organizations: 1863-2009 
Time period  
Europe 
North 
America 
South 
America 
South 
East 
Asia 
 
Africa 
Middle 
East 
Central 
Asia 
The 
Pacific 
1863-1909 X        
1910-1919 X X       
1920-1929 X        
1930-1939 X        
1940-1949 X X    X   
1950-1959 X X       
1960-1969 X X  X    X 
1970-1979 X X X X X X X  
1980-1989 X X X X X X X X 
1990-1999 X X X X X X X X 
2000-2009 X X X X X X   
Source: Yearbook of International Organizations (2010) 
Table 4.7 allocates the geographical distribution of DRM organizations according 
to the period in which they emerged. When one or more organization from a geo-
graphical region emerges an X is entered on the corresponding row.  One can observe 
that Europe and the US are the main protagonists for the diffusion of regional DRM 
across the globe, which began in earnest in the 1970s. Until this period, DRM organi-
zations were generally confined to Europe with the exception of some networks 
emerging in the US and one in Jordon, New Zealand, and the Philippines. This dra-
matically changed in the 1980s, which is orthogonal to the rapid increase the number 
of DRM organizations, where all regions experienced the creation of new DRM organ-
izational structures. The last decade has seen a slightly lower geographical spread 
suggesting that the expansion of DRM is beginning to plateau.  
This geographical analysis is useful for locating the general source of the global 
DRM model and also illustrates when DRM became a global phenomenon. The fol-
                                                                                                                                       
(22%), Bahrain (11%), Jordon (11%), and Kuwait (11%). The Pacific has 8 DRM organizations, 
which consisted of Australia (75%), New Zealand (12.5%), and Samoa (12.5%) (cf. YIO 2011).  
233 Ibid.  
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lowing empirical analysis now examines the connections made between networks in 
order to further identify which organizations are the most prominent.  
4.4.2.3. The DRM network 
A majority of organizations operating in the field of DRM have formal and informal 
inter-organizational links. This is understood as a necessary part of the inter-
subjective activity that promotes and reproduces the DRM model. This interaction is 
not evenly distributed across all DRM organizations. Instead, there are some organi-
zations that are linked to more networks than others. The higher the number of links 
registered to the same organization, the more influential that organization will be. 
Table 4.8 Number of network links between international organizations involved 
with ‘emergencies’ and ‘disasters’: 2011 
International/Regional Organization Number of links 
United Nations and associated agencies 236 
European Union 73 
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent  
Societies 
44 
Council of Europe 35 
Source: Yearbook of International Organizations (2011) 
The type of links analysed in this empirical section include MoUs, financing 
schemes, cooperative partnerships, affiliations, active or preparatory participation, 
observer, consultant or supervisor status or when an organization is instrumental in 
setting up another organization.234 A list of the number of these links ought to reveal 
who the most prominent actors are in the field of DRM norm diffusion. These connec-
tions are depicted in Table 4.8. For reasons of parsimony, subsidiary bodies or agen-
cies of large organizations, such as the International Red Cross and Red Crescent So-
cieties (IFRC), the EU, and the UN, have been grouped together under their principal 
names. Thus, ECHO is classified as EU and UNISDR is classified as UN. The results 
demonstrate that the UN is the major transnational actor which has 236 connections 
to or from DRM organizations. Other important organizations include the EU with 
(73) connections, the IFRC with 44, and the Council of Europe with 35.  
 
                                                
234 These various links are based on the Yearbook of International Organizations (YIO) criteria 
for organizational links.  
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Table 4.9 Most referenced international organizations involved with             
‘emergencies’ and ‘disasters’: 2011 
International/Regional Organization Number of links 
United Nations and associated agencies 130 
European Union 67 
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent  
Societies 
29 
World Health Organization 29 
World Food Programme 19 
Voluntary Organizations in Cooperation in Emergencies 17  
Source: Yearbook of International Organizations 2011 
If international organizations provide the primary medium for transporting a 
global model, it would be expected that they are not only active in creating links, but a 
select few will also be referenced by other organizations, whereby legitimacy is con-
ferred by a perceived authority in the field.235 Disaggregating the data according to 
this logic reveals that many organizations tend to reference 10 or more links to other 
organizations yet relatively few receive more than 10 references. The network links 
expressed by each organization in the YIO were collated. The top six organizations 
that received most references are displayed in Table 4.9. The most referenced set of 
organizations in descending order are the UN, the EU, IFRC, WHO, WFP, and 
VOICE.236 The number of referenced connections to the UN is 130, which clearly out-
weighs references to the other five organizations that range between 67 (EU) and 20 
(VOICE). These organizations are listed in Table 4.9.  
An additional observation on the emergence of a DRM network questions an un-
derlying assumption made by world society theorists that norms are progressive. It is 
often assumed that once institutional structures are established they become path-
dependent and thus less susceptible to disintegration. Indeed, it is through the re-
enactment of world scripts via relational links that organizations maintain or increase 
their legitimacy and standing on the world stage. A dense network like the one illus-
trated above provides a perfect backdrop for this type of social action. However, the 
YIO also lists DRM organizations that no longer exist. Even if some of these organiza-
tions may have changed their names, or been subsumed by other organizations, the 
fact that there are organizations in the field of emergency and disaster relief which 
have ceased to exist demands further theoretical fine-tuning by world society theo-
                                                
235 Note that a similar exercise was performed with the first ideal type on standardization, 
where regional organizations were found to reference external sources for legitimacy reasons. 
236 The Voluntary Organisations in Cooperation in Emergencies (VOICE) is a network of 83 
European NGOs cooperating in the area of humanitarian aid.  
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rists, who pay relatively little attention to norm disintegration. This issue is revisited 
in the concluding chapter.  
4.4.2.4. Summary of the expansion of DRM organizations 
The quantity and geographical distribution of, and inter-connections between, DRM 
organizations are emphasized in this section. Quantitatively investigating these broad 
aspects of diffusion is designed to: (1) generally explore the relational or inter-
subjective links that make norm diffusion possible, (2) establish whether there is a 
correlation between the emergence of regional DRM and the rise of DRM-related 
transnational networks, and (3) identify the main protagonists of global DRM diffu-
sion.  
The results show that there was a particular increase in the rise of DRM organiza-
tions in the late 1970s and 1980s. This observation also agrees with the geographical 
distribution of DRM organizations that spread across all major regions in the 
1970s.237 As the previous chapter notes in detail, the emergence of regional DRM be-
gan incrementally and with a generally low level of commitment and activity in the 
mid 1970s. It was not until the mid 1990s and the 2000s that regional organizations 
began to form more advanced levels of DRM cooperation that extended past infor-
mation sharing activities to include the harmonization of national DRM policies and 
operational initiatives, such as regional based hubs for the facilitation of transbound-
ary disasters. If a global DRM model is supported, reified, and legitimated through 
transnational networks, and if these networks are a prerequisite for regional DRM 
cooperation, then the timing of more advanced regional cooperation after the surge of 
DRM organizations tends to confirm this assumption.  
Another finding produced through the ambiguity from the third ideal type also 
highlights a general bias in world society theory: that by focusing on global patterns 
of cultural similarity it tends to discount or ignore peculiarities that do not conform to 
expectations. A good example of this is the progressive bias of world society theory 
that struggles to explain normative disintegration or the demise of DRM organiza-
tions.  
An additional finding made possible by investigating the links between networks 
revealed that the UN is the major advocate of the DRM norms, followed by the EU 
                                                
237 The number of DRM organizations tends to reach a plateau in the late 2000s as the intensi-
ty of organizational production is comparatively less than the 1980s and 1990s (Figure 4.1) 
and the geographical coverage does not extend to all regions in the 2000s (Table 4.8). 
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and other international organizations, such as the WHO. This finding agrees with the 
previous ideal type that also emphasizes the UN as the main teacher of the global 
DRM model, along with the rising importance of the EU.  
In general these findings help to establish that the global DRM model is supported 
and reified through a large network of DRM-related organization. By extension, the 
emergence of regional DRM tends to be conditional upon global norms. If the UN and 
a small number of other regional or international organizations are the main protag-
onists of the regional DRM model, then how have they effectively diffused the DRM 
model? This question is turned to in the following section. 
4.4.3. Mechanisms of norm diffusion  
World society theorists describe two general modes of norms diffusion. The first is 
diffusion via relational association that is defined through inter-subjectivity. As we 
have seen, this includes the emergence of a large number of networks in terms of 
quantity and geography. However, the quantitative analysis does not explain what 
caused these networks to emerge. The following section accordingly analyses the his-
tory of the UN’s involvement in DRM, as well as other agents of diffusion, in order to 
show how the global diffusion of DRM has been achieved.  
The second mode of diffusion is via cultural association. This is defined by a com-
mon social category that provides the foundations for diffusion (Strand and Meyer 
[1993] 2009, p. 139). The common social category of the nation-state, for example, 
provides the foundations for diffusion as they share similar goals, such as economic 
growth, and share similar legal standards, such as national sovereignty (Ibid, pp. 139-
40). These categories are often ‘theorized’ – ‘the self-conscious development and 
specification of abstract categories and the formulation of patterned relationships 
such as a chains of cause and effect’ (Ibid, p. 141) – which provides for the rapid diffu-
sion of norms. It is expected that such conditions must be present for the emergence 
of regional DRM cooperation.  
These two modes of diffusion are individually analysed in the following sections by 
investigating the historical trajectory of the UN’s involvement in DRM, as well as the 
EU and the international community. As the previous analysis repeatedly points to 
the UN as the main agent of DRM norms, this organization is afforded greater atten-
tion; attention to the role of the EU and the international community as diffusers of 
norms are also represented in the penultimate section on the third ideal type.  
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Figure 4.3 Relational and cultural diffusion of regional DRM 
 
  
Source: Adapted from Meyer & Rowan [1977] 2009, 94 
Figure 4.3 is designed to illustrate the theorized process of diffusion via relational 
and cultural association. This begins with the global cultural script that expresses 
modern societal values such as progress, human rights, and individualism. Emanat-
ing from this global source is the global DRM model that becomes standardized and 
diffused through relational and cultural diffusion processes. The following elucidates 
this process by first investigating the relational and then the cultural aspects of norm 
diffusion.  
4.4.3.1. Norm diffusion via relational association 
A review of the UN’s involvement in the diffusion of a regional DRM model reveals 
two important methods by which it is able to establish conditions for the spread of 
DRM norms. The first is through the inter-organizational coordination of disaster 
relief efforts, and the second is through the creation of bilateral, multilateral, regional 
and global arenas that facilitate the propagation and construction of the global DRM 
model. These two aspects of relational diffusion via the UN are presented in the fol-
lowing subsections.  
INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL COORDINATION AND RELIEF AID 
The following provides an historical commentary on the UN’s DRM activities in the 
first four decades of its existence, with particular attention focused on inter-
organizational coordination within and between UN agencies, regional organizations, 
states, and the international community. This serves to illustrate the proactive way in 
which the UN has fostered DRM cooperation through inter-relational modes of ex-
change. This also serves to highlight the functional origin from which this form of 
Relational diffusion 
Global cultural script 
Cultural diffusion 
Global DRM model 
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coordination was based upon that has since been modified. Additionally, this section 
highlights the historically based legitimacy that the UN has achieved and profited 
from.  
The Palestine conflict in 1947 and the worldwide food shortage gripped the atten-
tion of the newly formed United Nations.238 These events motivated the UN’s first 
efforts in disaster relief. In May 1948 a committee of the Assembly appointed Count 
Folke Bernadotte as the UN mediator on Palestine. Two months later Bernadotte ini-
tiated a disaster relief project to protect the Arab and Jewish refugees from the ap-
proaching winter as well as from famine and disease (UN 1948-1949, p. 200). This 
initiative was later replaced by the UN Relief for Palestinian Refugees (UNRPR), 
which signed cooperation agreements with the International Committee of the Red 
Cross, the League of Red Cross Societies, and the American Friends Service Commit-
tee as well as an arrangement with UNICEF (Ibid). Within the framework of this relief 
project, Bernadotte appointed a Director on Disaster Relief whose headquarters 
would be in Beirut through the collaboration of LAS and the Government of Lebanon. 
The director was also assisted by a Chief Medical Officer from the World Health Or-
ganization (WHO), a Chief Supply Officer from the International Refugee Organiza-
tion (IRO), a Director of Field Operations, and a supervisor field medical officer from 
the International Rescue Committee (IRC) (UN 1947-1948, p. 312).  
Cooperation with regional organizations thus began at an early stage. Three years 
after the UN’s first efforts on disaster relief in 1948, the UN awarded LAS and the 
OAS observer status in the UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) (UN 1951, 
68) where discussions and decisions on DRM are undertaken. This inter-
organizational coordination would, at least, have given the newly formed regional 
organization an on-going comprehension and knowledge of the evolving DRM activity 
of the UN.239  
UN activity in Palestine was followed by intermittent relief aid in the 1950s. Some 
examples include UNICEF’s assistance to the 1950 Ecuadorian earthquake (UN 1950, 
                                                
238 This global food shortage spurred 44 nations to meet in 1943 and work together to ‘banish 
hunger and establish a stable world agriculture’ (UN 1951, p. 872). This grew into the UN In-
terim Commission on Food and Agriculture which eventually led to the creation of the UN 
Food and Agriculture Originization (FAO) in October 1945. The purpose of this organization 
was twofold: to strengthen the livelihood of individuals, and to contribute to ‘an expanding 
world economy’ (Ibid, p. 874). While attention to natural disasters was not its original con-
cern, it was soon added to the FAO’s mandate in the early 1950s as the concern with food 
shortages and increasing population growth continued. 
239 In 1953 these organizations as well as the Organisation for European Economic Copper-
ation (OEEC) were included on the council’s list of organizations with similar responsibilities 
(UN 1953, p. 495). 
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p. 690), the 1954 flood in Iraq, and the Chilean earthquake in 1960 (UN 1960, pp. 
248, 430).240 Attention to natural disaster relief developed until it became an annual 
occurrence in 1964.241 By the early 1970s UN disaster relief activity spanned the globe, 
from Bangladesh, India, and Lesotho to Haiti, Afghanistan, Nepal and Costa Rica (UN 
1979, p. 941). With the release of a DRM report by the Secretary General in 1971, the 
objectives of the UN also widened to include prevention, control, prediction, plan-
ning, preparedness, rehabilitation and reconstruction; cooperation now shifted from 
disaster relief to DRM.242 
In conjunction with the geographical spread and number of DRM organizations 
that began to emerge on a global scale in the 1970s, the UN took measures to acceler-
ate worldwide coordination on DRM. In 1974 the UN noted that due to the general 
‘lack of adequate world-wide co-ordination’ in the area of disaster relief, the UNDRO 
is in a ‘unique position…to provide a global system of mobilizing and co-ordinating 
disaster relief, and that this capability should be strengthened as a matter of priority 
and urgency’ (UN 1974, p. 588). The institutionalization of this global vision for DRM 
began to materialize in 1975 when the Council requested that the UNDRO, other UN 
bodies and relevant organizations begin to prepare an international strategy for disas-
ter prevention (UN Res. 1972(LIX(2))).243 
                                                
240 Examples of the type of aid provided include milk, drugs, soap, insecticides, vitamin cap-
sules and food. The typical costs of aid ranged between 53,000 to 120,000 USD (UN 1954, p. 
265).  
241 Examples of such coordinated relief efforts include the 1964 volcanic eruption in Costa 
Rica, the 1966 hurricane in Western Samoa, and the flooding of the Euphrates River in Syria 
in 1967. Aware that the UN still had ‘virtually’ no resources to provide assistance directly after 
a natural disaster had occurred (UN 1964, p. 390) and noting the increase in requests for as-
sistance by developing countries (UN Res. 1049(XXXVII)), the acting Secretary General, U 
Thant, set up a voluntary emergency trust fund, requested to draw funds from the Working 
Capital Fund (cf. UN 1968, p. 672) and also recommended an increase in technical assistance 
(UN 1964, p. 390). Similar proposals continued throughout the 1960s and intensified in the 
early 1970s: the ceiling for disaster relief funds, or the ‘Working Capital Fund’, increased from 
100,000 to 200,000 in the period 1969 to 1971, doubled again 1974 and continued to increase 
during the 1970s (UN 1971, 475, 1973, 458, 1975, 562, 1976, 514, 1979, 941). By early 1990s 
annual contributions from the UNDRO had reached above 200 million USD (UN 1991, 413, cf. 
1990, 346, 1994, 850-1, 1999, 858) and by 2007 OCHA was receiving contributions amounting 
to over 800 million (UN 2007, 911). 
242 In order to operationalize these objectives and bolster the emerging organizational struc-
ture of the UN in DRM, the Council requested the Secretary General to appoint a disaster re-
lief coordinator (UN 1971, 474). The Office of the Disaster Relief Co-ordinator (UNDRO) was 
subsequently created in 1972. 
243 To be sure, the UN was not coercively applying a set standard of appropriate behaviour on 
states, but was principally, and increasingly, requested by states and later regional organiza-
tions to provide advice and administrational assistance on DRM. Indeed, a part of the stated 
motivation to increase cooperation was due to the increasing requests by states (UN 1989, p. 
345). Viewed through world society theory, this represents a ‘dialectic of knowledge’ whereby 
the state increasingly recognizes that legitimate action can be obtained through cooperation 
that is based on an idealized functional need (in order to travel of diffuse) that not only legiti-
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The UN also contributed to providing expert advice and technical assistance to re-
gional organizations (UN 1979, p. 942, 1980, p. 973). For example, a fact-finding mis-
sion was sent to seven Andean countries in order to implement a regional project on 
DRM and support intra-regional assistance (UN 1974, p. 582). Plans for a pan-
Caribbean DRM project were also evolving in the late 1970s and finalized in 1981. The 
following year the UNDRO established an emergency telecommunications network in 
the Caribbean region, and in 1983 handed over the administrative responsibilities of 
the regional programme – the Pan-Caribbean Disaster Preparedness and Prevention 
Project – to CARICOM (UN 1981, p. 484, 1982, p. 714-5, 1983, p. 533). The UNDRO 
continued to closely support this effort. In the following year it sent two full-time ex-
perts on emergency telecommunications to the region, organized seminars, work-
shops, training programmes, simulations, and support for disaster plans. These ef-
forts aimed to support and create national emergency offices. By the end of 1984 a 
total of 23 out of the 28 member states had national programmes on disaster prepar-
edness and prevention (UN 1984, p. 521). This insight may help to explain why 
CARICOM created an advanced form of DRM cooperation in the early 1990s com-
pared to a majority of regional organizations that began to cooperate in operational 
activities near the end, and after the turn of the century.244  
The Caribbean region was not the only region to receive assistance. Global DRM 
activity in the 1980s involved a considerable amount of training and education from 
the UN to regional organizations and states. In 1984 for example, the UNDRO partic-
                                                                                                                                       
mizes the state but also encourages the expansion of activity by the UN. The UN and the state 
thus carry out a necessary mutualistic mode of activity. 
244 In addition to including existing regional organizations, the UN also created regional com-
missions for the purpose of promoting economic growth. These Commissions were set up in 
Europe (UNECE) and Southeast Asia (ESCAP) in 1947 and in Latin America (UNECLAC) in 
1948 (at this time the Commission in South America was the UN commission for Latin Ameri-
ca and the Commission for Southeast Asia and the Pacific was the Commission for Southeast 
Asia). A decade later a regional commission was also established in Africa (UNECA) and a 
Western Asia Commission emerged in 1973 (UNESCWA). The use of these agencies to dissem-
inate and promote DRM strategies already began in the 1950s, when ESCAP assisted in the 
creation of the Mekong River Commission in 1957. ESCAP was also instrumental in forming 
the Typhoon Committee in 1968 and together with WMO, ECAFR created a ‘regional action 
programme for natural disaster relief’ in 1970 (UN 1970, p. 424). While significant, these 
events tended to be ad hoc rather than institutionalized arrangements, as few other DRM ac-
tivities arose. Indeed, the mandate of the Commissions has only recently begun to include 
attention to DRM activities. The UNECE has now begun to cooperate with the OECD on DRR; 
ESCAP established a Committee on disaster risk reduction in 2009; UNECLAC signed an 
MoU with the Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility (CCRIF) on DRM in 2010, and a 
recent dialogue between ECOSOC and the Commission executive secretaries emphasized the 
need to strengthen the Commissions’ role in development strategies (IISD 2011). As these 
Commissions are well established it is somewhat surprising that no official DRM cooperation 
has emerged until very recently. Instead of focusing on its own regional bodies, the UN has 
been more active in promoting the DRM model on regional organizations. 
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ipated in or sponsored regional-based programmes, such as the Tropical Cyclone 
Committee for the South-West Indian Oceans, a seminar on disaster preparedness in 
the South-West Pacific, flood management in Asian countries, a disaster training pro-
gramme for South Asian countries, a disaster experts meeting in ASEAN, a regional 
seminar on disaster preparedness, a regional training seminar for the South-West 
Indian Ocean, DRM assistance to Southeast Asia and India, a regional meeting with 
the OAU, and supported the Balkan region’s creation of a permanent International 
Governmental Committee for Earthquake Risk Reduction (UN 1984, pp. 520-1, 533, 
cf. 1985, p. 547). By 1985 the UN’s regional-based action was officially recognized: 
increasing emphasis was to be placed on ‘regional approaches and methods to solve 
problems related to disaster prevention’ (Ibid).245 
This historical description serves to illustrate that from an early stage of the UN’s 
history its operational practice in the area of disaster relief has been transnational.246 
That is, disaster relief cooperation included regional organizations, UN agencies and 
INGOs such as the Red Cross. From the UN’s point of view this was a novel approach: 
‘The programme for the United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees (UNRPR) rep-
resented a new type of organization in the Secretariat in that, with a view to the great-
est economy and dispatch, it utilized the machinery of existing disaster relief agencies 
and the facilities of the appropriate specialized agencies’ (UN 1948-1949, p. 161). 
While this may not have been entirely novel it did set an important precedent in the 
newly formed organization that was critical for the later diffusion of DRM principles. 
The inter-organizational role of the UN has since expanded to include a large number 
of networks and is now a common feature of global DRM.  
Two main conclusions can be gleaned from this short historical overview of the 
UN’s activity in disaster relief. First, the functional requirement to assist with little 
capacity (cf. UN 1964, p. 390) has meant that the UN has naturally used existing relief 
agencies to support its DRM aims. Such participation provides a natural outlet for 
dialogue and the transference of a global DRM model between agencies, states and 
regional organizations. Inter-organizational cooperation is thus an important precon-
                                                
245 Regional organizations were also considered essential partners in global DRM coordination 
by the early 1980s. UN resolutions on DRM before 1980 did not include ‘regional organiza-
tions’ when referring to partner organizations that provide relief assistance; instead, the gen-
eral term ‘intergovernmental’ was used. However, in 1980 regional organizations were men-
tioned in appreciation of their relief aid, and from 1981 ‘regional organizations’ were included 
in the standard list of partner organizations that provide disaster relief (UN 1980, 980, 1981, 
498, 1982, 676, 1983, 493).  
246 The UN’s predecessor in the area of DRM – the International Relief Union (IRU) adminis-
tered through the League of Nations – was also defined by an inter-organizational spirit. For 
more on this see p. 197. 
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dition and mechanism for the diffusion of global norms. Second, by taking a proactive 
role from an early period, the UN has established itself as a leading protagonist in 
regional DRM. This has helped to legitimize and provide normative power to the UN 
as a diffuser of global DRM norms. Indeed, without the historical evolution of the 
UN’s DRM activity, it is hard to imagine that DRM would be as prolific as it is today: a 
preliminary insight that supports the argument that the UN is an adequate cause for 
the emergence of DRM norms. The expanding role of the UN in DRM also includes 
the facilitation of arenas of diffusion that have become a particularly apparent and 
strong mechanism of norm diffusion used by the UN the last two decades.  
ARENAS OF DIFFUSION 
Large international organizations are understood as a mechanism through which 
global models can be constructed and diffused. These organizations provide common 
arenas where global models are generated through the interaction of states (Lechner 
and Boli 2005, pp. 84-8).247 Examples of these forums include UN world conferences 
on the environment, major contemporary art exhibitions, and even the football World 
Cup (Ibid).248 These arenas are often accompanied by a large number of IGOs and 
professionalized individuals that can generate ‘models of legitimate goals and puta-
tive “best practices”’ as well as the capacity to carry or propagate the script (Schofer, 
Hironaka and Frank 2004). The UN has increasingly supplied and financed specific 
arenas where the diffusion of a global DRM model can accelerate through intensive 
moments of dialogue. When major global sites of interaction are facilitated the con-
tents of the global DRM model can also be mutually adjusted and further institution-
alized (cf. Lechner and Boli 2005).   
The first world conference on DRM was held in 1994 in Yokohama, Japan. The 
outcome of this conference produced a general strategy that reiterated the need for 
states to adopt comprehensive DRM procedures.249 This is the first institutionalized 
expression of a global DRM model that was designed by the international communi-
                                                
247 This is apparently achieved by (1) preparation and agenda setting by professionalized oth-
ers around common issues that can be addressed by a global collective, and (2) inter-
subjective exchanges between different countries and participating NGOs in the international 
fora. Differences in terms of customs, traditions, and perceptions between the participants are 
expected and it is, in part, through this discourse that symbolic documents are produced that 
lay out common principles and plans of action (Lechner and Boli 2005, pp. 84-8). 
248 Other ways in which cultural scripts can emerge or deteriorate include conflicts between 
different world models and critical shocks to the system (Boli 2005, pp. 395-6, Meyer 2009, p. 
56). 
249 It may be of interest to note that man-made disasters were introduced in the expanding 
area of protection and with this a move from the use of ‘disaster relief’ to ‘disaster reduction’ 
(UN 1989, p. 345). 
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ty.250 This was complemented a decade later by the second world conference held in 
Hyogo, Japan. Like the previous conference, a large number of practitioners and state 
representatives attended and a revised global DRM model was produced.251  
The second world conference on DRM was held in 2005 in Hyogo, Japan. The out-
come from the second world conference produced the Hyogo Framework for Action 
(HFA), which set out five targets to be achieved by states and regional organizations 
by 2015. The goals agreed and developed by the international community in the HFA 
provided the main impetus for the ISDR to promote, advocate, and set mid-term 
goals to foster the inclusion of HFA goals in national and regional policy. Thus, na-
tional platforms, reviews, workshops, conferences, working groups, and the support 
of early warning systems for tsunamigenic and other potentially disastrous events 
were organized by the ISDR Task Force (UN 2005, p. 1017).252 These initiatives are 
important because they provide further sites for the diffusion of the global DRM 
model.  
In addition to these arenas of diffusion, the UN organizes global, regional, and na-
tional platforms for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) that are designed as sites for the 
exchange of information and proposals for new DRM initiatives (UNISDR 2012a). 
These arenas are understood to have developed out of earlier regional fora from the 
1990s, such as regional symposia on IDNDR, regional roundtables on DRM, and in-
ternational conferences (UN 1991, p. 411, 1995, p. 939, 2000, p. 882). These and oth-
er arenas of diffusion provide important sites for the UN to encourage states to 
strengthen regional capacities, which seem to be taking effect. In the 1994 UN year-
book it was noted that: ‘[a]t the regional and subregional levels, countries facing the 
same threats were urged to strengthen cooperation by establishing subregional or 
regional centres for disaster reduction and prevention; strengthen regional and na-
tional capacities to reduce natural disasters; and establish mutual assistance agree-
ments and joint projects for disaster reduction’ (UN 1994, p. 851). A similar message 
was reiterated in the ‘Yokohama Strategy and Plan for Action for a Safer World’ 
(UNISDR 1994) and again in the second world conference a decade later (cf. UNISDR 
                                                
250 ‘Major themes for the Conference included the cost benefits of hazard mitigation, construc-
tion of safer buildings, drought management, disaster warning and preparedness systems, 
interaction between natural and technological disasters, and the vulnerability of communities 
and special groups’ (UN 1993, p. 741). 
251 The second conference has approximately 4,000 participants representing 168 states, 78 
observer organizations, 161 NGOs, and 152 media organizations (UN 2005, p. 1015).  
252 The promotion of the HFA also gave rise to other structural changes within the UN DRM 
system such as a management oversight board, a reformed ISDR Task Force, an advisory 
committee and a strengthened ISDR secretariat (UN 2005, p. 1017). 
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2005, p. 2, UN 2005, p. 1017). By 2007, regional organizations were making concert-
ed efforts to adopt DRM procedures in accordance with the goals set out in the HFA. 
ECOWAS approved the sub-regional policy and mechanism for DRR; the AU released 
the Africa Regional Strategy for DRR; and the Coordination Centre for the Prevention 
of Natural Disasters in Central America re-issued its Regional Strategy for Disaster 
Reduction 2006-2015 (UN 2007, p. 948).  
As a sign of the UN’s increased involvement and authority as an agent of DRM 
norms, the UNISDR has been proactive in supporting bilateral links in many regional 
organizations. For example, the UNISDR signed an MoU with ECO setting out ‘modes 
of cooperation’ on DRR in 2007; the SADC multi-sectoral disaster management 
Strategy was financed and co-authored by the UNDP (UNDP 2001); the PIF’s Ma-
dung DRR framework was financed and drawn up by SOPAC, which has strong links 
to the UN and the EU (SOPAC 2010); LAS signed an MoU with the UNISDR in 2008 
(Mallah 2011); and the LAS strategy for DRR was developed in collaboration with the 
UNISDR regional office, UN agencies, the World Bank, IFRC, and civil society 
(UNISDR 2011a). Ongoing support and continual integration of UN-based DRR in 
regional organizations have also seen the establishment of inter alia a Memorandum 
of Cooperation (MoC) on DRR with ASEAN, the UNISDR, and the World Bank in 
2009; a joint declaration on DRM with ASEAN in 2010; the creation of a regional 
supply-hub in Malaysia; the exchange of letters between OCHA and the EU on disas-
ter response; and cooperation agreements with the OAS. These and other initiatives 
are furthermore supported by ISDR regional offices for Africa, the Americas, the Arab 
States, Southeast Asia and the Pacific, and Europe.253 It is worth noting that the EU 
and select states are also beginning to participate in similar endeavours such as the 
Swedish Civil Contingency Agency cooperation with SADC or ECHO’s proactive in-
volvement in diffusing DRR strategies to other states (cf. European Commission 
2009, Jönsson 2010).  
The facilitation of arenas of diffusion by the UN and other organizations provides 
the preconditions for the diffusion of the regional DRM model. In addition to this, 
global conferences also provide the conditions for the (re)construction of DRM norms 
that are then disseminated to states and regional organizations. The current norma-
tive environment that upholds DRM cannot be readily imagined without the proactive 
role of the UN in orchestrating inter-organizational cooperation and the facilitation of 
                                                
253 A further observation that emphasizes the increasing importance the UNISDR places on 
regional organizations, as can be seen in the 2010-2011 expenditure breakdown, where a ma-
jority of the costs went to the regional work programmes (UNISDR 2010, p. 22). 
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global sites of exchange. The UN is thus considered an adequate cause for the global 
DRM model.  
4.4.3.2. Norm diffusion via cultural association 
Cultural diffusion is the ‘cultural understanding that social entities belong to a com-
mon social category [that] constructs a tie between them’ (Strand and Meyer [1993] 
2009, p. 139). When these cultural categories exist, diffusion is more likely as there is 
a recognized similarity between different states. In order to tweak this argument to-
wards the emergence of regional DRM, it is proposed that common cultural catego-
ries, such as societal values, knowledge, and language are conditioned by the UN into 
standardized features of DRM. Once these categories become institutionalized or tak-
en-for-granted by states, the diffusion of regional DRM becomes more likely. It is 
furthermore posited that when these cultural categories are connected to a theorized 
pattern of explanation based on pre-existing global models, diffusion will rapidly oc-
cur.254 
Table 4.10 Common social categories used for the diffusion of the global DRM 
model 
Cultural categories Standardized mecha-
nisms 
Examples 
i. Rationality Rationalized vocabulary  DRM as an ‘investment in the future’ 
ii Science Scientific studies Methodology for seismic risk reduction 
strategies 
iii. Knowledge Education  Primary school resources; master pro-
grammes on DRR; manuals of best prac-
tices; ‘Common terminology’ publications 
iv. Myths Global agenda setting 
and ritual construction 
HFA priorities of action; international day 
for disaster reduction 
 
Table 4.9 depicts four cultural categories that are discussed in the following sec-
tions. The source of this material is largely derived from the UN yearbooks. Standard-
ization mechanisms are the tools the UN uses for crafting common social categories 
that can then be used for the rapid diffusion of regional DRM. Examples of the stand-
ardization mechanisms are included in the far-right column.  
RATIONALITY AS A THEORIZED MODEL 
Rationality is often defined by world society theorists as a central component of the 
world cultural script. It is the ‘structuring of everyday life within standardized imper-
                                                
254 Theorization is ‘the self-conscious development and specification of abstract categories and 
the formulation of patterned relationships such as chains of cause and effect’ (Meyer [1993] 
2009, p. 141). 
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sonal rules that constitute social organizations as a means to collective pur-
pose...exchange is governed by rules of rational calculation [and]...rule constituting a 
market’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p.  76).  In order to fully understand 
why this is an imperative normative component of DRM cooperation, I will briefly 
turn to an historical review of the rise of the contract, which forced the individual to 
‘think in the future’ and fostered a heightened sense of responsibility. These are cru-
cial, albeit, taken-for-granted aspects of DRM. 
The emergence of the market system during and after the Enlightenment period 
fundamentally changed the way people interacted. Based on a common and competi-
tive financial interest, people of different faiths, cultures, and customs began to in-
termix more intensely than before. This provided a ‘powerful educational force’ and 
‘altered character by heaping tangible rewards on people who displayed a certain cal-
culating, moderately assertive style of conduct’ (Haskell 1985a, p. 550, Weber [1930] 
2010, pp. 17, 20). A crucial phenomenon that surfaced through the market system 
was the adherence to the contract. By assenting to a contract and the market princi-
ples of self-discipline, utility, honesty, and punctuality, people were obligated to be 
responsible and calculable individuals—a  force that awakened the ‘sovereign individ-
ual’ and provided a sense of security for the future (Haskell 1985a, p. 552, Nietzsche 
[1913] 2003, p. 36). People also began to live in the future to the extent that contrac-
tual agreements were made in the present on the understanding that a future event 
would take place.255 The moulding of individuals into ‘civilized’ people who obtained a 
sense of responsibility through the act of promise keeping (responsibility) and living 
in the future is crucial for comprehending the rise of the humanitarian norm on DRM 
- a sensibility that, as Nietzsche notes, typifies the consciences of the modern man:    
 
The proud knowledge of the extraordinary privilege of responsibility, the con-
sciousness of this rare freedom, of this power over himself and over fate, has sunk 
right down in his innermost depths, and has come as instinct, a dominating in-
stinct – what name will he give to it, to this dominating instinct, if he needs to 
have a word for it? But there is no doubt about it – the sovereign man calls it his 
conscience.  
 
[1913] 2003, p. 36 (original emphasis) 
                                                
255 The contract is also built on a number of assumptions of actions that must be followed in 
order to achieve the contractual goal. The growth of these ‘contingent recipes’, argues Thomas 
Haskell, are fundamental for instilling typified causal modes of action as well as moral respon-
sibility (1985b, p. 554, Gasking 1955). This was an important precondition for the emergence 
of a ‘humanitarian sensibility’ (Haskell 1985a, p. 559). 
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Before long the contract was a legal norm and responsibility (promise keeping) a so-
cial convention that went beyond the market system. This inter alia empowered peo-
ple to think and act ahead of time as well as awarding the right of intervention in fu-
ture events (Haskell 1985a, p. 556). The stage was thus set for the performance of the 
sovereign individual that would be legitimated by others through the newly fashioned 
script epitomizing the empowerment of individual, rational action, progress, and re-
sponsibility. That is, some of the central properties of the modern world script. 
Legitimizing cooperation on the basis of future events via rational calculative 
means provides essential common cultural categories that give meaning to DRM: 
‘thinking in the future’ as a ‘responsible’ individual informs the rational contours of 
DRM. As we have seen, many regional organizations emphasize the importance of 
reducing financial costs, even if the actual expectations of future disasters based on 
historical experience has been decreasing over the last three decades. One would also 
expect agents of DRM norms increasingly to adorn themselves with rationalized ac-
tivity. This is certainly the case for the UN which is in the process of becoming more 
of a rationalized, functional, and calculative entity as action is increasingly legitimat-
ed by rational behaviour and cost-benefit calculations. In the mid 1990s, for example, 
the stated motivation for disaster relief and the promotion of DRM principles began 
to draw from disaster statistics (UN 1996, p. 539, cf. 1993, p. 741, 1998, p. 840). Re-
flecting this change, the Secretary General noted that policymakers should recognize 
‘disaster reduction as an investment in the protection of national assets’ (UN 1996, p. 
539, cf. Ban 2009, Ideal Type 2). This tends to support and maintain the rationaliza-
tion of world society and legitimizes the UN’s action in promoting DRM. Rationaliza-
tion is also intimately intertwined with the rise of science, which is another important 
cultural category now examined.  
SCIENCE AS A THEORIZED MODEL 
Science is an important concept for many world society theorists because of the pow-
er it has in legitimizing social activity. John Meyer and his colleagues even refer to 
science as the new religion (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009, p. 192). The essence of the sci-
entization thesis is a universal search for stability (Meyer 2010, p. 11, cf. Drori et al. 
[2003] 2009). Scientific knowledge provides stability through the want of knowing, 
and through knowing a sense of security in what is otherwise a haphazard and con-
fusing world.256 Translated into DRM, this means having control over unpredictable 
                                                
256 Science is described as a ‘cultural canopy’ that supports and constitutes modern world soci-
ety by awarding legitimacy and status to those actors that speak science (Drori, et al. [2003] 
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events via scientifically-informed prediction.257 It is thus ‘important in constructing 
agentic human actorhood to establish, not only that the universe is a lawful and ra-
tional place, but that humans can and do figure it out; gratuitous displays of 
knowledge information, and analysis help to do this’ (Ibid, p. 272). United Nations 
scientific efforts in DRM are thus part of, and contribute to, a wider system of mean-
ing for the rationalized actor (Ibid, p. 276) that is supported by inter-organizational 
coordination.  
The pursuit of scientific studies has been a dominant and expanding theme 
throughout the UN’s involvement with DRM.258 The value the UN places on scientific 
knowledge is based on the belief that ‘man’s current scientific and technical capacities 
could help conquer the environmental scourge’ (UN 1970, p. 637). The body of scien-
tific knowledge established from the 1970s presents a running theme in UN DRM 
activity that is epitomized in a statement made by the international ad hoc group of 
experts on the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR): that 
the following decade would represent ‘an opportunity for the world community to use 
existing scientific and technical knowledge to reduce the damage done by natural dis-
asters’ (UN 1989, p. 355). The General Assembly resolution 44/236 on the IDNDR 
subsequently noted the importance of ‘devis[ing] appropriate guidelines and strate-
gies for applying existing scientific and technical knowledge’ (UN 1989, p. 356), which 
was complemented by the Secretary General’s report which recommended  ‘strength-
en[ing] rationalization of international cooperation and intervention methods’ (UN 
1990, p. 438).259 As the century was closing, ongoing and more sophisticated scientific 
documents were being published, such as the Risk Assessment Tools for Diagnosis of 
Urban Areas against Seismic Disasters, methodology for seismic risk reduction strat-
egies, and a report on the Usoi Landslide Dam and Lake Sarez in Tajikistan (UN 
                                                                                                                                       
2009, p. 266-7). Amongst other ‘advantages’ science not only legitimizes action but also pro-
vides a layer of meaning for action and understanding about how the world works, producing 
a sense of stability and security.  
257 The concept of ‘prediction’ is one of the cornerstones of the UN’s humanitarian ‘reform’, 
tying the desire for scientific knowledge with the expansion of cooperation.   
258 As early as 1962, when a separate sub-section entitled ‘measures concerning natural disas-
ters’ first appeared in the UN yearbook, emphasis was placed on promoting scientific 
knowledge (UN 1962, p. 392). 
259 Of course, activity in promoting DRM was already underway in the 1960s (UN Res. 1384 
(XLV), UN 1966, p. 532) although it was less institutionalized. The adoption of the Interna-
tional Relief Union’s assets and responsibilities in 1966 would have further invigorated the 
UN’s bias towards science (UN 1966, p. 532). Upon the Secretary General’s recommendations, 
it was agreed in the following year that UNESCO would take over the scientific study of natu-
ral disasters from the IRU and that the Administrative Committee on Coordination would look 
into the implication this has for the co-ordination of the UN family in the area of natural dis-
asters (UN Res. 1268(XLIII)). For more on the IRU and its involvement with science see p. 
197. 
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2000, p. 882). This has been an ongoing trend that is fundamental to the success and 
legitimacy of the UN’s activity in DRM.    
The scientization of DRM is a good example of diffusion via the theorization of a 
cultural category. Presenting DRM around ‘elaboration’ models of scientific and ra-
tionalized explanation strengthens its legitimacy and thus accelerates the path of dif-
fusion (Strand and Meyer [1993] 2009, p. 141). Another common social category that 
the UN has used is the diffusion of DRM knowledge through a variety of media. This 
is the theme of the following section.  
KNOW LEDGE 
From its modest beginnings as a burgeoning relief agency in the 1950s, the UN soon 
developed its mandate to include the production and dissemination of knowledge on 
DRM. As we have seen in the previous description of inter-organizational coopera-
tion, and in line with the global diffusion of DRM organizations, the production and 
diffusion of DRM knowledge became particularly pronounced in the 1970s, when the 
UN widened its focus from disaster relief to DRM. Already by 1979, the UN had 
stretched across the globe in terms of disseminating knowledge on DRM. In this year 
alone it financed training fellowships in disaster preparedness in Bangladesh, Burma, 
and India; it provided advice on the establishment of a disaster research and training 
centre in the Philippines; it sent technical cooperation missions to Haiti and Jamaica; 
representatives went to Afghanistan and Nepal to review their flood management 
systems; a joint UNDRO and UNDP mission was sent to Costa Rica, El Salvador, Gua-
temala, and Honduras to renew a regional DRM project for Central America; UNDRO 
missions were sent to Lesotho, Malawi, and Rwanda; advice was sought from Senegal 
and Zaire; representatives’ were sent to Mozambique; and a conference on the effec-
tiveness of pre-disaster planning was carried out in Fiji for the South Pacific (UN 
1979, p. 941, cf. UN 1964, p. 390, UN 1967, p. 584, 1973, p.458, 1975, pp. 561-2. UN 
1976, p. 513).260 It is assumed that these experts carry with them a particular model of 
DRM that they present through their operational activity and advice. This and other 
forms of relational diffusion aids in fostering a similar mode of DRM cooperation that 
will increasingly ‘fit’ local conditions as common cultural categories become institu-
                                                
260 Some further examples of the type of material that is diffused include the UN Institute for 
Training and study on ‘model rules for disaster relief operations’ (UN 1982, 701), the UN En-
vironmental project guidelines for disaster prevention (Ibid, 715), UNICEF manual on emer-
gencies (UN 1984, 521), and the UNDP/UNDRO Disaster Management Manual (UN 1991, 
414). 
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tionalized. The institutionalization of these common cultural categories is achieved 
through the following methods of knowledge standardization. 
First, in addition to financing studies on DRM, the UN and other international or-
ganizations publish manuals and reports on ‘best practices’ (UN 1964, p. 390, 1982, p. 
701, 1984, p. 521, 1991, p. 414) that are made available to DRM practitioners.  These 
include, for example, ‘policy and practical guidelines’ for mainstreaming gender is-
sues in DRM (UNISDR 2008, 2009d); best practices on flood management, 
knowledge sharing, and emergency food security reserve management (EUPPRD 
2011, Malteser International 2011);  global best-practices in housing construction 
(World Bank 2010); and good practices in local disaster risk reduction (UNISDR 
2010b). Many of these reports are either complemented by, or are direct outcomes of, 
workshops hosted by the UNISDR. Here, conditions for appropriate knowledge on 
DRM practices is advanced and standardized.  
Second, UN agencies have increasingly focused on establishing learning initiatives 
at all levels of education, from pre-primary to graduate levels of education on DRM.261 
For example, in 2009 the UNISDR published a report on ‘educational material for 
school earthquake safety: from guidelines to practices’ (2009b). This document not 
only provides guidelines for the most appropriate type of student handbooks and 
workbooks to be used for fostering knowledge on earthquake resilience, but also rec-
ommends how earthquake drills should be carried out, how disaster safety plans 
ought to be formed, and what the essential items for an emergency utility kit ought to 
have (Ibid). Examples of other primary school documents from the UN and other 
international organizations include: ‘risk reduction methods: disaster reduction 
handbook for foundation phase learning (Grade 1-3)’ (UNISDR AF 2009); Tsunami 
textbooks from pre-elementary school to high school levels (IOC 1997); and ‘the 
A.B.C. of cyclone rehabilitation’ (UNESCO 1996). Higher education schemes are also 
supported by the UN, such as a master of science in ‘sustainability, development, and 
peace’ at the UN University in Japan, or an Erasmus Mundus exchange programme in 
flood risk management (PreventionWeb 2012). To be sure, the promotion of educa-
tional initiatives is not new (UN 1967, p. 584, 1987, p. 701, 2007, pp. 943-64), howev-
er the intensity with which these initiatives are being put into place does seem to be 
increasing.262 As these educational programmes have been instigated by the UN and 
                                                
261 For further reading on the expansion of education refer to Meyer and Ramirez ([2000] 
2009). 
262 For a review of the increasing number of educational initiatives from the international 
community see the list under ‘educational materials’ on the PreventionWeb website: 
www.preventionweb.net 
A cultural explanation 
 
 
191 
other organizations from a fairly early stage, it is reasonable to conclude that this has 
helped to form common social categories of standardized knowledge on DRM (cf. 
Meyer [2001] 2009, p. 347).263 
Third, a further knowledge-standardization initiative that the UN has orchestrated 
is the normalization of DRM terminology. This is defined as a process whereby the 
various concepts and definitions used for DRM are streamlined into standardized 
statements. For example, in 2009 the UNISDR published a booklet on the terminolo-
gy of disaster risk reduction that defines a list of common terms, such as climate 
change, disaster, risk, and early warning system (UNISDR 2009g, cf. UNISDR 2011). 
It is also interesting to note that this document also includes terms that are exclusive 
to the institutional structure of the UN, such as ‘national platform for disaster risk 
reduction’, and introduces ‘emerging’ terms, such as ‘prospective disaster risk man-
agement’ (Ibid). In other words, the UN plays a strong hand in determining the ap-
propriate language to be used, which has clear consequences for the social construc-
tion of DRM activities. Standardized multilingual projects on key terms and phrases 
on DRM were first developed in 1991 (UN 1991, p. 414) and updated prior to the Hy-
ogo world conference on DRR in 2004 (UNISDR 2004b, 2009g). The outcome of 
these initiatives can be seen in the results from the first ideal type that reveal a high 
similarity in, if not duplication of, DRM terms used by a majority of the ten regional 
organizations under review (cf. Ideal Type 1, 144, Annex 6.8),   
The success of diffusing a DRM model to regional organizations is determined by 
the extent to which knowledge on DRM has become a standardized feature of the 
state apparatus. As the commentary above depicts, the UN has been highly active in 
fostering such standardization through the publication of ‘best practices’ manuals, 
supporting learning initiatives, and constructing common DRM terminology. It is 
doubtful that the widespread diffusion and solidification of DRM norms could have 
been achieved without the prerequisite of grafting globalized DRM knowledge onto 
local contexts. Knowledge and its connection to rationalization and scientific progress 
are thus identified as important adequate causal features that have made regional 
DRM possible.  
 
 
                                                
263 John Meyer notes that ‘Educational expansion, curricular structures...all flow through a 
professionalized international world, producing pronounced world isomorphism’ ([2001] 
2009, p. 347).  
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MYTHS 
Myths are ‘rationalized institutional structures in society that make formal organiza-
tions more common and more elaborate’ (Meyer and Rowan 1977, p. 89). Viewed as a 
rational and appropriate form of DRM cooperation, such myths will be incorporated 
into an existing institutional structure, or form new ones, and thus contribute to 
standardization (Ibid, p. 94). The following examples from the UN serve to illustrate 
this procedure of myth making or ritual construction that attributes common social 
categories to states and, by extension, regional organizations.  
An example of myth making is made through global agenda setting, which is con-
ducted through specialized UN agencies and world forums on DRM. The formation of 
rationalized institutional structures in the form of easily identifiable common goals 
helps to construct a standard recipe of DRM that is easily diffused. The following pro-
vides a description of how UN agencies have developed these DRM myths over the 
last two decades.  
Emerging out of the international Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (ID-
NDR), a Scientific and Technical Committee was established (UN 1989, p. 245). One 
of the first activities of the Committee was to recommend the organization of a world 
conference on DRM, which subsequently adopted a plan of action for the conference 
(UN 1993, p. 741).264 A long list of 18 recommendations for action was agreed upon at 
the conference that encouraged states to mobilize domestic resources, develop risk 
assessments, and document disasters (UN 1994, pp. 14-15). Unlike the outcome of the 
second world conference a decade later, the ‘Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action 
for a Safer World’ provided few institutionalized myths or simplified categories that 
states could easily adopt. In contrast, the Hyogo Framework Plan of Action (HFA) 
reduced the number of recommendations to a set of five identifiable cultural catego-
ries in the form of simplified, stylized, and standardized goals. Examples include: 
‘identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warning’ and ‘reduce 
underlying risk factors’. These common categories are shorthand for the DRM model 
that is now highly institutionalized as a global concept. It is worth noting that it is 
during this period that regional organizations began to either adopt the new HFA 
                                                
264 It aimed to review national, regional, and international accomplishments of the Decade, 
create an action programme for the future, and increase the knowledge platform on DRM. 
Examples of the major themes to be presented at the conference included: ‘the cost benefits of 
hazard mitigation, construction of safer buildings, drought management, disaster warning and 
preparedness systems, interaction between natural and technological disasters, and the vul-
nerability of communities and special groups’ (UN 1993, p. 741). 
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agreement verbatim in conjunction with DRM cooperation or updated existing 
framework agreements, such as SADC, PIF, ECO, the AU, and LAS.265  
Internal organizational restructuring within the UN in the 1990s provided the 
means for the UN to concentrate on not only disseminating DRM norms, but also to 
encourage the international community to take ownership and responsibility for dif-
fusing DRM norms based first on the Yokohama strategy and then the HFA.266 
Achieving this goal was greatly assisted by the creation of the International Strategy 
for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) in the late 1990s, which is designed to act as the 
main forum in the UN system to inter alia ‘devising strategies and policies’ on DRM 
(UN 1999, p. 858) and ‘promote a worldwide culture of reduction’ (UN 2000, p. 
882).267 Transferring the responsibility of diffusing DRM to the international com-
munity (cf. UN 2007, p. 945) also provided the UN with more space to focus on the 
global coordination of DRM, which is reflected in the 2005 ‘humanitarian reform 
agenda’ initiated by the UN’s Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC). This new 
agenda is based on four core themes of partnership, leadership, accountability, and 
predictability (UN 2007, p. 914) for the purpose of creating a more efficient response 
effort by the international community. An on-going initiative that has emerged from 
this new agenda are global ‘clusters’ of relief organizations that are grouped around 
particular themes such as education and disasters, emergency shelters, emergency 
telecommunications, child protection, and nutrition. The aim of the cluster pro-
                                                
265 For a full description of these and the other regional organizations under review consult 
Chapter 2. 
266 The UNDRO was restructured into a wider organizational body called the Department of 
Humanitarian Affairs (DHA) in the early 1990s. The purpose of the DHA was to form a ‘coher-
ent system-wide approach’ to strengthen coordination (UN 1992, p. 584). The inter-agency 
mode of coordination continued as the newly formed department was supported by staff se-
conded from the WFP, UNICEF, UNHCR and the UNDP. A Central Emergency Revolving 
Fund (CERF) and an Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) were also created within the 
DHA. The former is designed for ‘pre-positioning’ of relief aid for rapid response and under-
funded emergencies (CERF 2006) and the latter is designed to facilitate inter-agency decision-
making in the event of a major disaster (OCHA 2010). This restructuring largely came out of 
the General Assembly Resolution 46/182 which called for a stronger UN body to manage 
complex emergencies and created the new post of Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC); a 
position that would bring together the roles of the UN Disaster Relief Coordinator and the 
Secretary General representatives on major disasters into a single focal point (Ibid). The De-
partment of Humanitarian Affairs (DHA) was restructured into the UN Office for the Coordi-
nation of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), which brought with it an even wider mandate that 
included amongst others the ‘advocacy of humanitarian issues and coordination of humanitar-
ian emergency response’ (UN 1998, p. 842). 
267 At the end of the decade the IDNDR was replaced by an inter-agency secretariat and an 
Inter-Agency Task Force to implement the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction. The 
UNISDR is composed of eight UN agencies: FAO, ITU, UNDP, UNESCO, UNEP, WFP, WMO 
and the World Bank – seven regional bodies and eight civil society and NGO representatives 
(UN 2000, p. 882). 
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gramme is to strengthen global response capacity to disasters by coordinating relief 
organizations in principal fields of response (OneResponse 2011). These new initia-
tives provide a further example of standardized cooperation and myth making around 
simplified themes or common cultural categories that are in the process of becoming 
institutionalized.  
It is interesting to note that these DRM myths are furthermore reinforced through 
the creation of rituals. An example of this, as illustrated in the second ideal type, is 
the awarding of prizes to individuals who, or institutions that, perfect the ideal of 
DRM. Another example of ritual creation is the International Day for Disaster Reduc-
tion. This ritual emerged out of the Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR) 
plan of action in the early 1990s (UN 1989, pp. 245, 355, 1990, p. 346, 1991, p. 413). 
This not only provides a common symbol for DRM in all countries and regions, but 
also serves as a mouthpiece for the UNISDR and the UN Secretary General to pro-
mote DRM. A clear indication of such resolve can be seen in a General Assembly reso-
lution from 2001 that affirms the need to maintain the practice, ‘as a vehicle to pro-
mote a global culture of natural disaster reduction, including prevention, mitigation 
and preparedness’ (UN RES/56/195(32)). It is fairly common to read of various states 
and regional organizations that ‘celebrate’ this day by voicing the importance of DRM 
internationally. Examples include a speech by the ASEAN Secretary General (Surin 
Pituwan 2010); a commemoration ceremony in Papua New Guinea (SOPAC 2011); 
and the AU’s use of the day to create an exhibition for 40 DRM-related agencies (AU 
2011b). 
By including the various forms of cultural diffusion illustrated in the previous pag-
es a more complete understanding of DRM norms can be achieved. The myth making 
procedure through global agenda setting, and its reinforcement through ritual crea-
tion, solidifies the global DRM normative model. In addition, the connection made 
between DRM and rationality provides an important cultural category that supplants 
DRM as an appropriate policy space. This model is furthermore awarded with legiti-
macy through the ‘theorization’ of science. It is also worth noting that at least four 
additional global models can be identified with DRM, which further strengthens its 
existence as a legitimate global model. ‘Environmental protection’ and ‘sustainable 
development’ are attached to DRM as evidenced in the preamble of the Yokohama 
strategy (UN 1994, p. 4) and ‘good governance’ and ‘women’s rights’ are reinforced 
through the HFA (UNISDR 2005). By supplementing the DRM global model with 
these additional models a higher status is achieved, which also paves the way for the 
rapid diffusion of DRM. The DRM model thus becomes more readily understood as a 
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rational and necessary policy to be implemented by states at the regional level as it is 
recognized in connection to common cultural categories in local contexts. The more 
elaborate and complex the model, the more rapidly it diffuses (cf. Strand and Meyer 
[1977] 2009).  
4.4.3.3. Summary of relational and cultural diffusion 
The analysis of cultural diffusion ought to be viewed in parallel with relational diffu-
sion; together they define the extent to which regional DRM can diffuse as a global 
model. Relational diffusion via the UN reveals that its history of inter-organizational 
cooperation not only legitimates its expanding mandate in diffusing DRM, but that it 
also provides a natural avenue for the diffusion of the global DRM model through 
inter-subjective exchange. Added to this is the facilitation of arenas of diffusion that 
provide for moments of intense diffusion, and even the modification of the DRM 
model in major world conferences. Cultural diffusion emphasizes the importance of 
common cultural categories through the dissemination of DRM knowledge and the 
layering of additional global models, such as scientific progress, to create an increas-
ingly elaborate and legitimate DRM model. These common categories help to provide 
a smooth transition of the DRM global model to regional organizations; the more 
common social categories are constructed around DRM, the more likely regional 
DRM cooperation will appear a rational and appropriate field of cooperation. The 
existence of these features of diffusion help to explain the existence of a multifaceted 
normative environment that conditions states to cooperate on regional DRM.  
Table 4.11 Summary of relational and cultural diffusion 
Diffusion mechanisms via the UN 
Relational diffusion Cultural diffusion 
i Inter-organizational networking i Theorizing via adopting science as a global 
model 
ii Arenas for diffusion and norm  
construction 
ii Establishing a common social category via 
an appeal to rationalization 
  iii DRM knowledge production via education  
  iv Myth making via global agenda setting and 
ritual construction 
 
Table 4.11 summarizes the main features of relational and cultural diffusion that 
have surfaced through a study of the diffusion activity of UN agencies involved with 
DRM. It is revealed that the UN is not only active in promoting inter-relational diffu-
sion mechanisms, such as inter-organizational networking, but also underpins the 
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momentum of this relational field through a continual grafting of DRM in common 
cultural categories, such as DRM knowledge production and setting DRM in a ‘ra-
tionalized’ cast. To be sure, the general focus on the UN as the major agent of diffu-
sion does not mean that other agents are less important for the diffusion of DRM 
norms. The following section consequently examines the extent to which the wider 
international community uses similar mechanisms to diffuse DRM.  
4.4.4. Multiple agents of diffusion 
Due to their near-omnipresence in the field of DRM diffusion, UN agencies have in-
formed the main focus in the previous sections. However, as the previous quantitative 
section revealed, as well as the analysis of the second ideal type, the EU and the inter-
national community are also highly involved actors in diffusing DRM. World society 
is defined by many different actors that can mutually legitimate each other and dif-
fuse regional DRM (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009, p. 196). 
The following section first describes international DRM before the emergence of 
the UN. This highlights the transcendental aspect of the global DRM model that ex-
isted prior to the UN, and also reveals the origins of common mechanisms of diffu-
sion described above. The second section examines specific examples of the EU’s 
emerging role as a diffuser of DRM norms, and the third section examines the diffu-
sion of DRM norms via the broader international community. The results not only 
highlight the multifaceted nature of DRM norm diffusion, but also emphasize the 
normative agency rather than the normative actorness of international organizations. 
That is, the ‘transcendent’ nature of the global cultural script and its connection to 
global DRM norms is emphasized over any particular international organization. It is 
also revealed that DRM activity by the international community conducts similar re-
lational and cultural diffusion practices to the UN.268 
                                                
268 The UN has presumably been active in promoting these organizations to diffuse DRM. 
Armed with an increasing mandate on DRM, the UN directly encourages states, international 
and regional organizations to ‘disseminate best practices on improving disaster preparedness; 
to expand successful local initiatives; and to increase resources to address disasters’ (UN 
2007, p. 945). This important step in the expansion of global DRM partially transfers respon-
sibility to these organizations, effectively adorning a higher level of legitimacy on them; a pro-
cess from interested to disinterested actorhood (cf. Ideal Type 2). Sweden and the UK, for 
example, now have specific national strategies on Disaster Risk Reduction for developing 
countries (European Commission 2009, p. 4).   
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4.4.4.1. International cooperation on DRM: 1755-1945 
Modern international assistance to natural disasters emerged after the Lisbon Earth-
quake in 1755. This event tends to be a watershed that marks the rise of DRM activity, 
such as King George II’s request to the Members of Parliament to send supplies and 
relief material to Portugal, and relief assistance by the city of Hamburg (McEntire 
1998, p. 50, Hutchinson 2000, p. 5).269 Three years after this episode, an emerging 
humanitarian sensibility was clearly expressed by Emmer de Vattel who wrote that 
‘all governments with an abundance of provisions should come to the assistance of 
those countries which have been smitten by disaster’ (1916, cited in McEntire 1998, p. 
50, cf. Haskell 1985a, p. 559). Such sentiments continued to solidify into an accumu-
lating norm on relief assistance that was first institutionalized through the establish-
ment of the Red Cross in 1860. The prestige and number of Red Cross societies quick-
ly increased throughout Europe in the late 19th century and began to extend beyond 
its borders. By 1900 Red Cross societies could be found in China, Japan, the US, and 
other countries in the Western hemisphere (Hutchinson 2000, p. 8). The Red Cross 
was not, however, the only relief organization that emerged at this time. A series of 
horse ambulance services was established in the US from 1869 (Hutchinson 1997, p. 
158), Sir John Furley formed the St John Ambulance Association in 1877, Baron Frie-
dreich von Esmarch established the Sameriterverein in 1882 and the Royal Life Sav-
ing Society was established in 1891.  
International relief aid to the 20 million people suffering from droughts and fam-
ines in Russia and the Ukraine in 1921 and 1922 provide one of the earliest examples 
of a modern transnational relief effort. This was carried out by the Red Cross, the 
newly formed American Relief Administration (ARA), and a collection of voluntary 
relief organizations coordinated by Fridtjof Nansen, the newly appointed Commis-
sioner for Refugees by the League of Nations (Stokke 2009, p. 577).270 With the en-
thusiastic proposals of the president of the Italian Red Cross, Senator Giovanni Cirao-
lo, these efforts were further institutionalized through the League of Nations with the 
establishment of an International Relief Union (IRU) in 1927, the first known inter-
governmental organization that would specifically deal with emergency relief from 
national disasters. This initiative was designed to offer assistance to civilians affected 
by natural disasters as well as providing the grounds for a ‘scientific study of the 
                                                
269 Interestingly, Denmark refused to offer assistance as it saw the disaster as an act of retribu-
tion (Hutchinson 2000, p. 5). 
270 Relief activities were also conducted by the Red Cross to those suffering from the Typhus 
epidemic immediately after the First World War. 
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causes of natural calamities, with the view of counteracting or limiting their effects’ 
(Nature 1940).271 The IRU also encouraged inter-organizational cooperation between 
(non-) governmental organizations. Its first meeting in 1932 included the League of 
Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, the Sovereign Order of Malta, the Internation-
al Institute of Agriculture and the International Labour Organization (Macalister-
Smith 1985, p. 20).  
The history of the IRU is rife with objections and complications – including the in-
tra-organizational conflict between the ICRC and the LRCS – and can even be consid-
ered an institutional failure. It is, nevertheless, highly significant for the following 
three reasons. First, Ciraolo’s vision is indicative of the growing humanitarian norm 
that was a necessary ingredient for voluntary and national relief efforts in the late 19th 
and early 20th century. In this sense, the proceeding work on disaster relief by the UN 
can be seen as a continuation of the IRU; the remnants of the institution were official-
ly grafted onto the UNDRO in 1966 (UN 1966, p. 532). 
Second, like the UN, an important part of the IRU’s underlying rationale was its 
promotion and belief in achieving security through science. Using science to master 
nature and, more specifically, to prepare for and predict future catastrophes, under-
pinned much of the activity of the IRU. Indeed, due to financial difficulties the only 
action taken by the IRU was the creation and distribution of a scientific journal. In 
giving support to Caroalo’s project, the director of the ICRC, Gustav Ador, noted that 
he was highly optimistic that ‘science will before long give us a map of world catastro-
phes’; a ‘world map showing the catastrophes – earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 
floods, drought, etc., [that leave]…their mark upon the surface of the globe’ (Ador 
1923, cited in Hutchinson 2000, pp. 27-8).272 Ador continued, noting that he believed 
it was possible that science could also help predict future events and thus help society 
take preparatory measures (Ibid).  
 Third, Ciraolo’s vision for the IRU shows surprising similarities to the role that the 
UN would adopt half a century later; namely, the adoption of an identity as a teacher 
of DRM norms. Ciraolo notes that the IRU was to ‘serve as a school of education 
among the Governments and peoples and show the possibility and the benefits of 
International solidarity and prepare for future development, and these, little by little, 
shall make possible similar Institutions in other fields so as to ensure a more human 
                                                
271 Although the Red Cross at this time did not include emergency relief from natural disasters 
in its mandate, it was part of the original plans when the organization was established by Hen-
ry Dunant and others (McEntire 1998, p. 50) in 1863.   
272 For a modern manifestation of this vision see the Global Earth Observation System of Sys-
tems (GEOSS) and the Group on Earth Observations (GEO).  
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civilization among more fraternal people’ (Ciraolo 1923, cited in Hutchinson 2000, p. 
26).  
This brief review of the pre-World War II history of DRM serves to emphasize two 
important points. First, it establishes that the UN and other regional organizations 
are not entirely conscious actors that create and structure norms, but are agents that 
receive and act through an historically path-dependent yet contingent set of norms. 
Caroalo’s focus on prediction, for example, fits neatly in the historical narrative on the 
emergence of the contract, as it emphasizes the rise of the rational ‘responsible’ indi-
vidual who ‘thinks in the future’.273 Second, a number of diffusion mechanisms high-
lighted in the previous section are also apparent in the period 1755-1945, such as: 
inter-organizational cooperation (relational diffusion) and Ador’s insistence on scien-
tific progress (cultural diffusion).  
4.4.4.2. The European Union  
The European Union’s competencies in the field of disaster risk management have 
recently extended to include the diffusion of DRM practices.274 The clearest indication 
of this expansion is the 2009 Commission communication to the Council and Euro-
pean Parliament on an EU strategy for supporting DRR in developing countries. This 
document explicitly complements and builds on the Hyogo Framework for Action 
(HFA) goals and the UNISDR mandate by: emphasizing the importance of focusing 
on regional organizations; reducing duplication of member states’ national DRR pro-
grammes; integrating Disaster Risk Reduction principles in EU development and 
humanitarian aid policies; and ‘support[ing] developing counties in integrating DRR 
considerations into their development policies and planning effectively’ (European 
Commission 2009, p. 5). The methods for achieving these goals are achieved through 
the dissemination of DRM knowledge via national media, the publication of primary 
education material and training initiatives to ‘empower people to protect themselves’ 
and to build a ‘culture of safety and resilience at all levels’ (Ibid, p. 8). Plans to set up 
DRR networks in disaster-prone countries and to expand inter-organizational ex-
change with NGOs and civil society are also prioritized (Ibid, p. 11).  
                                                
273 See the previous section on rationality as a common social category for cultural diffusion. 
274 This does not mean the EU has been inactive in supporting developing countries with dis-
aster resilience as reflected in the various programmes conducted through DIPECHO, howev-
er, there has been no concerted or strategic cooperation on disaster risk reduction at the 
community level (European Commission 2009, p. 4).    
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Recent decisions and initiatives give further support to the external goals of the 
Union. The 2011 Council Conclusions on the External Cooperation on Critical Infra-
structure Protection, for example, invites member states to ‘share information and 
good practice with other Member States and the Commission on developing close 
cooperation with relevant third countries in the field of critical infrastructure protec-
tion’ (European Council 2011b, 7(e)). ECHO’s Humanitarian Implementation Plan 
(HIP) for 2012 also addresses DRR, which aims to: ‘strengthen local capacities in risk 
management and disaster preparedness, preparation/revision of contingency plans, 
enhancing the equipment of local preparedness committees for disaster response, 
mitigation works to protect vital infrastructures’ (ECHO 2012, p. 4). 
ECHO also plays an important role by commissioning Framework Partnership 
Agreements (FPA) with various organizations. The FPA’s aim is to strengthen local 
disaster resilience, encourage inter-agency coordination and finance DRM research 
endeavours that extend past the agenda set in the EU DRR strategy. In 2004, for ex-
ample, there were no less than 50 countries that received disaster-related assistance 
through these short-term projects (ECHO 2004). The Commission’s Monitoring and 
Information Centre (MIC) has also been active in providing support to external natu-
ral disasters, such as the 2004 Tsunami in Indonesia.   
This description of the EU’s developing role as a diffuser of DRM reveals that, like 
the UN, it also deploys relational diffusion practices, such as training initiatives, net-
work formation, the encouragement of inter-organizational exchange, inter-national 
information sharing, and the financing and design of FPAs. While there may be rela-
tively fewer examples of cultural diffusion, the EU is nevertheless active in increasing 
education initiatives abroad.275 
                                                
275 To be sure, these initiatives do not mean that the EU competes with the UN for legitimacy; 
instead, they are understood as partners (cf. Meyer 2009, p. 50). As a sign of the EU’s com-
mitment to the UN’s engagement with the global dissemination of DRM knowledge, the 
Commission’s financial support of the UNISDR in the period 2010-2011 was the third highest, 
below the World Bank and Sweden (UNISDR 2011b). EU-UN cooperation also tends to be well 
established with a clear view of their collective and complementing roles in the international 
system (cf. EU 2012). Expressing their joint view on global security issues, the EU and the UN 
note:  In the years ahead, therefore, Europe’s attachment to multilateralism – and to the Unit-
ed Nations, as the pivot of the multilateral system – will help determine whether, and how, the 
institutional architecture established in the years after World War II can continue to serve as 
the bedrock of the international system….An active commitment to an effective multilateral-
ism means…taking global rules seriously, whether they concern the preservation of peace or 
the limitation of carbon emissions; it means helping other countries to implement and abide 
by these rules; it means engaging actively in multilateral forums, and promoting a forward-
looking agenda that is not limited to a narrow defence of national interests’ (European Com-
mission 2003). 
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4.4.4.3. The international community  
The UN and the EU are certainly developed authorities on globalizing DRM. Howev-
er, other international organizations have also become highly active in propagating 
DRM that are not always within the purview of the UN. As the quantitative section 
above demonstrates, a large number of international organizations have emerged and 
spread across the globe since the 1970s aiming to improve the resilience of countries 
from disasters. A majority of these organizations tend to be connected and cooperate 
on global initiatives. Three examples of relational or cultural diffusion are demon-
strated below that focus on: (1) the creation of a code of ethics on DRM, (2) standard-
izing knowledge through the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery 
(GFDRR), and (3) promoting DRM education.  
Solidifying a series of declarations on the guiding principles of the Red Cross, Jean 
Pictet played a significant role in defining seven principles that defined the organiza-
tion’s ethos that was adopted at the 20th international conference of the Red Cross in 
1965 (IFRC 1996, Slim 2012). Using these principles as a bedrock, the IFRC support-
ed a civil society movement in the early 1990s that drew up a ‘code of conduct’ on 
disaster relief. Produced in 1994, this document was developed by the eight largest 
disaster response agencies existing at that time (IFRC 2011). The first of 10 principles 
outlined smartly captures an institutionalized humanitarian norm that further rein-
forces the importance of DRM as a legitimized global model: 
The humanitarian imperative comes first. The right to receive humanitarian as-
sistance, and to offer it, is a fundamental humanitarian principle which should be 
enjoyed by all citizens of all countries. As members of the international commu-
nity, we recognise our obligation to provide humanitarian assistance wherever it 
is needed. Hence the need for unimpeded access to affected populations is of 
fundamental importance in exercising that responsibility. The prime motivation 
of our response to disaster is to alleviate human suffering amongst those least 
able to withstand the stress caused by disaster. 
 
 IFRC (1994) 
This code was endorsed by the international community at the 26th International 
Conference of the Red Cross and Red Crescent, which included representatives from 
143 governments, 166 Red Cross and Red Crescent societies, and 68 UN and NGO 
observers. As of August 2011 a total of 492 humanitarian organizations have signed 
the code of conduct. Interestingly, the UN was not active in formulating and support-
ing this endeavour. Even though the UNDRO was approached by the IFRC in 1991 
with the burgeoning idea of an ethical code for disaster relief, it showed little interest 
(Walker 2005, p. 326). 
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Since the code of conduct, a Humanitarian Charter has been established which 
makes a serious link between international law and humanitarian ethics (Sphere 
2011). This has been furthermore complemented by the publication of a series of 
standards of appropriate behaviour for civil society. These include the ‘Code of Good 
Practice’, the ‘Humanitarian Accountability Partnership Standard’, and the ‘Sphere 
Handbook’ (Humanitarian Standards for Aid Workers 2012). 
A further example of civil society involvement in DRM is the newly established 
Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR) managed through the 
World Bank. This trust fund, which began in 2006, involves 39 countries and eight 
international organizations that aim to ‘mainstream’ DRR and climate change adapta-
tion in developing countries (GFDRR 2012). The GFDRR also promotes knowledge 
on DRM and does this by standardizing and simplifying DRM knowledge in simple 
formats and templates for easier access and comprehension (GFDRR 2012a).  
The international community has also been active in promoting educational initia-
tives on DRM. Examples include publications aimed at school children and DRM 
practitioners from the Red Cross, the International Institute of Earthquake Engineer-
ing and Seismology (IIEES), the Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies 
(INEE), and the International Tsunami Information Center (ITIC) (PreventionWeb 
2012). The aim of these and other educational initiatives is to foster DRM norms in 
states and organizations. It ought to be stressed that particular states, such as the US 
and Sweden, also share a similar tradition of DRM dissemination. For at least two 
decades, states such as Colombia, the US, Australia, Spain, and Ecuador, have created 
national handbooks for schools to foster basic knowledge on DRM (Ibid).276 
The GFDRR, the code of ethics, and production of textbooks help to demonstrate 
the involvement of the wider community in (re)producing meaning according to a 
common global model on DRM. This includes both relational diffusion, via networks, 
and cultural diffusion by establishing common cultural categories of DRM knowledge, 
such as the code of ethics and GFDRR templates. Civil society thus plays an important 
role as a community that ‘‘carries’ and continues to produce a ‘social edifice of mean-
ing’ that conveys objective reality (Berger and Luckmann 1967, p. 85). It is posited 
that these and other global events have been instructive in motivating states to coop-
erate on regional DRM.  
The growing importance of the EU and civil society in promoting DRM is im-
portant for at least two reasons. First, it provides the necessary conditions for the 
                                                
276 The first registered date for the national production of DRM-related textbooks for children 
on the PreventionWeb database is by Colombia in 1989.   
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continual reification of the global DRM model; enacting a set of global DRM norms 
not only reaffirms the identity, purpose and meaning of an organization, but it also 
ensures that these norms are continually bolstered through their active engagement 
in networks and the diffusion of DRM norms. Second, as the case of the creation of a 
code of ethics shows, the global DRM model is not necessarily entirely located within 
the UN. Instead, it appears to have a more transcendental character that latches onto 
broader global normative models.  
4.4.5. Summary 
The overall findings from the third ideal type reveal that DRM became a global phe-
nomenon in the late 1970s and 1980s as shown through the expansive increase in 
DRM organizations across the globe. The UN, the European Union, and the interna-
tional community were identified as the main agents of these norms through an anal-
ysis of the various network arrangements held between the organizations. It was fur-
thermore shown that these agents employ a range of relational and cultural diffusion 
mechanisms in order to effectively diffuse the DRM global model. 
The UN’s presence in the field of DRM is particularly strong; it holds a high degree 
of authority on DRM and has a long history of disaster relief and practice of dissemi-
nating DRM knowledge to states and regional organizations. As early as the 1960s the 
UN used a variety of forms to disseminate DRM principles such as: promoting the 
growth of inter-organizational networks on DRM (1972, p. 415, 1987, p. 459), publish-
ing manuals on ‘best practices’ (UN 1964, p. 390, 1982, p. 701, 1984, p. 521, 1991, p. 
414), publishing studies on natural disasters (1972, p. 415), the frequent sending of 
experts and advisors to countries (UN 1973, p. 458, 1975, pp. 561-2), technical assis-
tance (UN 1964, p. 390, UN 1967, p. 584, UN 1976, p. 513) promoting specific nation-
al legislation (UN 1977, 641, cf. UN Res. 2034 (XX), cited in UN 1965), conducting 
two global forums on DRM, conference workshops, the promotion of educational ini-
tiatives (UN 1967, p. 584, 1987, p. 701, 2007, pp. 943-64), and a standardized multi-
lingual project on key terms in DRM (UN 1991, p. 414, UNISDR 2004b, 2009g). The-
se relational and cultural mechanisms of diffusion have become a central part of the 
UN’s self-image in the area of DRM as revealed in the goals and aims for the Interna-
tional Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction.277  
                                                
277 The preamble of General Assembly Resolution notes the importance of the UN as a global 
actor: ‘Recognising the important responsibility of the United Nations system as a whole for 
promoting international co-operation in the study of natural disasters and in the development 
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In addition to the UN, other agents of diffusion are also identified, such as the EU 
and the Red Cross. Like the UN, these organizations deploy similar diffusion tactics in 
order to reify and disseminate global DRM norms. Some examples include: the pro-
duction of educational textbooks, DRM knowledge standardization by the GFDRR, 
and the creation of a code of ethics on DRM.   
 
Table 4.12 Assessment of ideal type 3: The diffusion of the global DRM model  
Ideal Type 3:  
‘The DRM model is diffused by international organizations’ 
Causal condition Causal status Outcome 
International 
organizations 
United Nations Adequate The use of relational and 
cultural diffusion mecha-
nisms influence state moti-
vation to cooperate on DRM 
DRM organizations Adequate 
European Union Incidental 
 States Incidental 
 
Table 4.11 depicts the original ideal type used to uncover the extent to which the 
global DRM model is diffused by international organizations and, by extension, how 
this has influenced states to cooperate on regional DRM. The far-left column displays 
the causal condition from the ideal type as well as four additional agents of diffusion. 
The constant and historical presence of the UN in diffusing DRM is understood as an 
adequate causal explanation for the emergence of the global DRM as expressed in all 
three ideal types. This is due to its multifaceted techniques of diffusion, its constant 
and historical presence, and its normative power.  
The third ideal type illustrates that the EU is an emerging agent of DRM norms. 
While this organization is important for complementing the diffusion practices of the 
UN and the international community, regional DRM can still be imagined in the ab-
sence of the EU. This is based on the observation that a global model of DRM was 
already prevalent before the EU began its diffusion of DRM in earnest. The EU is thus 
an incidental causal property.  
The state, which is usually understood as a receiver of a global model, has also be-
gun to diffuse DRM norms. However, the importance of the state as a diffuser of 
global norms is considered an incidental cause for the global emergence of regional 
organizations. Global DRM can easily be imagined without state diffusion practices 
because this is a fairly new development that does not tend to include a large number 
of states.  
                                                                                                                                       
of techniques to mitigate risks arising therefrom, as well as for providing assistance and co-
ordinating disaster relief, preparedness and prevention’ (UN General Assembly 1988). 
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4.5. Conclusion 
Disaster risk management is now a global phenomenon. This universal activity has 
become a highly standardized procedure that reflects a particular set of patterned 
activity of how states ought to cooperate on DRM through regional organizations. 
This is shown through the first ideal type that reveals a high degree of similar content, 
concepts, and values in regional DRM agreements. It also reveals that UN agencies, 
UN publications and the UN’s Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) are similar 
sources for much of the standardized DRM cooperation expressed by regional organi-
zations.  
The importance of the relationship between the UN and regional organizations was 
also highlighted by the findings from the second ideal type. Through the application 
of a discourse analysis two general ideational roles were identified: the UN acts as a 
‘teacher’ of DRM norms and regional organization act as ‘learners’ by enacting these 
norms. The most apparent ambiguity that emerged from this ideal type was the role 
of the EU, which could act as a teacher to other states and regional organizations, but 
also as a learner to the UN. This helped to underline the progressive or dynamic na-
ture of ideational change in regional organizations vis-à-vis DRM norms; a dynamism 
that propels regional organizations to act more like a teacher in order to increase their 
legitimacy on the world stage.  
The third ideal type expresses two important aspects of regional DRM. First, re-
gional DRM emerged in the wake of a global spread and rise of DRM organizations. 
Second, this phenomenon is fostered by relational and cultural diffusion. In order to 
increase and secure the process of DRM diffusion, the global model is not only at-
tached to the creation of common cultural categories, such as DRM education and 
myth making, but also through ‘theorization’. That is, the grafting of the DRM model 
onto established categories of the world cultural script, such as science. This not only 
provides for rapid diffusion, but underlines the contingent nature of the global nor-
mative framework that constitutes, and therein dictates the possibilities for, state 
interests in DRM.  
Viewed in isolation this process of cultural diffusion does not adequately explain 
state cooperation on regional DRM. Instead, it must be conjoined by relational diffu-
sion mechanisms. These efforts of diffusion include: inter-subjective exchanges be-
tween regional and international organizations through established arenas of diffu-
sion such as global DRM conferences and other multilateral initiatives.  
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These diffusion processes were pioneered by the International Relief Union (IRU) 
and the Red Cross, and significantly developed with the rise of the UN’s advocacy of 
global DRM. This is now complemented by a large DRM network of organizations 
that emerged on a global scale from the late 1970s. While not seen as an adequate 
causal condition for the emergence of regional DRM, the importance of particular 
states, such as the US and Sweden and the rise of the EU’s external policies on DRM 
diffusion, are also important developments for the future of regional DRM. Without 
this global community of DRM, it can be imagined that disaster relief efforts would 
have remained national pursuits. The common cultural categories that unite states 
and the interaction between DRM organizations are therefore essential not only for 
the diffusion of knowledge, but also in (re)producing the model and the identities of 
regional organizations.   
The three ideal types are not entirely separate categories, but represent a cumula-
tive narrative that supports the proposition that state cooperation on regional DRM is 
constituted and informed by a global DRM model. Viewed on their own, each ideal 
type supports the argument that states are influenced by a global DRM model, and 
together the findings mutually support and strengthen this argument.278 Ideal type 2, 
for example, provides a greater awareness of the role the UN plays in producing the 
global DRM model, a finding that is further supported by ideal type 1 and which legit-
imizes a focus on the UN in ideal type 3. The configuration of various causal proper-
ties found in the ideal types consequently demonstrates that the underlying world 
cultural script, that is defined by inter alia rationalization and scientific progress, 
provides the possibility for states to engage in DRM cooperation at the regional level. 
The international community has been instrumental in crafting, reifying, and thus, 
solidifying a global DRM model that ought to be adopted not only at the national but 
also at the regional level. This creates a standard pattern of behaviour and constitutes 
a part of the identity of regional organizations. The norms that helped to constitute 
and influence state cooperation on regional DRM thus control the possibility of action 
now and in the future. A DRM ‘sensibility’ may have been vague in the first half of the 
20th century, however the emergence of the UN and other international and regional 
actors has since amplified this sensibility to a pitch that now resonates in most re-
gional organizations across the world.  
                                                
278 This logic can be loosely compared to the neopositive classification of a SUIN causal condi-
tion: that a combination of causal conditions is a sufficient but unnecessery part of a necessary 
but insufficient condition for the outcome. 
Conclusion 
 
 
207 
5. Conclusions: Towards an ecumenical approach for ex-
plaining regional disaster risk management 
 
 
In an eye-witness account of the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, Jack London poign-
antly noted: ‘All the shrewd contrivances and safe-guards of men had been thrown 
out of gear by thirty seconds’ twitching of the earth-crust’ ([1906] 2003, p. 108). Lon-
don’s observation reverberates a general truism that has increasingly come into sharp 
relief as today’s ‘shrewd contrivances’ augment transnational vulnerabilities in an 
interdependent environment. Regional DRM is a modern attempt to counter such 
disruptions of society. Yet, the timing and type of regional cooperation that has 
emerged poses a number of questions: it is unclear why a majority of states have de-
veloped advanced forms of regional DRM cooperation in the last two decades when 
the relative financial costs from natural disasters have only moderately increased; 
why DRM cooperation is highly standardized across diverse regions; and why states 
would be so willing to cooperate in an area strictly tied to sovereignty concerns. This 
thesis has attempted to unravel the complex motivations of state cooperation on dis-
aster risk reduction in light of these puzzling observations. 
This thesis provides two explanations for what motivated states to cooperate on 
regional DRM in the period 1975-2011. Informed through neoliberal institutionalism, 
the first explanation reveals that a combination of interdependence and asymmetrical 
risk is sufficient for explaining the outcome. World society theory informs the second 
explanation that emphasizes the constitutive role of a specific set of global norms on 
state behaviour. Through relational and cultural diffusion mechanisms by interna-
tional organizations, these norms have rapidly diffused across the globe, producing 
highly standardized forms of regional DRM cooperation.  
As these theories are set within different ‘principles underlying a practice of 
knowledge’ (Gunnell 2010, p. 15), it is prima facie difficult to draw any valid conclu-
sions that rely on insights revealed by both methodologies. It is argued that a more 
complete explanation of DRM cooperation is possible by working through a similar 
ontological premise that both methodologies share, namely phenomenalism. This 
legitimates the possibility of constructing hypotheses from ideal types and vice versa, 
and subsequently provides a useful avenue for the comparison of the substantive as-
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sumptions held by each theory; letting their differences create new perspectives and 
heuristics that can, in turn, mobilise new insights. Before using the empirical findings 
as a base to probe the substantive assumptions for theoretical heuristics, the main 
theoretical and empirical contributions from the rational and cultural approach are 
discussed in the following sections. 
5.1. A rational explanation 
This thesis applies a comparative study on 10 regional organizations that cooperate 
on DRM. This not only begins to address the general lack of medium-n comparative 
studies in the literature, but also allows for more specific generalizations on what mo-
tivates states to cooperate through regional organizations on sensitive issue areas of 
state sovereignty. If this outcome can be further generalized, and in accordance with 
the rational explanation, it is posited that at least two underlying structural condi-
tions are sufficient to explain security cooperation in regional organizations: the level 
of interdependence and the extent to which risk is concentrated in a small number of 
states.279 This finding satisfies two functional conditions hypothesized by neoliberal 
institutionalism, albeit as a configurational explanation. While the consistency and 
coverage of this explanation may be questionable when states first began regional 
DRM cooperation from the mid 1970s to the mid 1990s, they do provide a fairly accu-
rate explanation for a developed or more advanced level of cooperation after the mid 
1990s.280 The scope conditions of these two explanatory conditions thus remain fairly 
stable in light of the empirical findings. 
The scope conditions of the theory’s ability to explain state cooperation on regional 
security issues are challenged by two additional hypotheses. The first untenable hy-
pothesis is based on regional power distribution: that regional DRM cooperation 
would be likely when the relative amount of material capacity and risk from natural 
disasters is located in a single country. As not all regional organizations have regional 
‘paymasters’, this explanation could not be applied. However, a nuanced adjustment 
to the initial proposition to include the possibility of ‘risk-coalitions’ – the concentra-
tion of material power and risk in a minority of states – does improve its explanatory 
                                                
279  This is a so-called INUS condition which, in this case, is understood in the following for-
mulation: interdependencies and asymmetrical risk are insufficient but necessary parts of 
sufficient but unnecessary condition. 
280 Consistency is defined as ‘the degree to which the empirical evidence is consistent with the 
set theoretic relation in question’ (Ragin 2009, 108, original emphasis). Coverage is defined as 
the proportion of membership of the outcome condition that can be explained by the explana-
tory condition (Ragin 2008b, 86). 
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power. The addition of this explanatory condition to the configuration of interde-
pendencies and asymmetrical risk moderately increases the accuracy of an explana-
tion for the outcome.  
The second untenable hypothesis is based on the assumed expectations of states: 
when the relative economic costs from previous natural disasters rise, the demand for 
regional DRM cooperation will also rise. As this hypothesis is drawn from a cost-
benefit calculus – a central pillar of neoliberal institutionalism – it is surprising that 
the anticipated outcome produced contradictory findings.281 This anomaly can be ex-
plained if the assumption of perfect information is relaxed. This would mean that a 
majority of states are not aware that the regional economic costs as a percentage of 
regional GDP has continually decreased. Instead, it is assumed – based on the official 
motivational statements of regional organization mentioned in Chapter 4 – that 
states are motivated by the general costs, unadjusted to inflation, that arise from the 
increasing number and severity of natural disasters over the last four decades (cf. 
ASEAN 2005a, European Council 2007b, PIF 2009a, p. 3, González 2011, LAS 2011). 
Thus, even if the economic impact from natural disasters is relatively less than 40 
years ago, the perception of economic damages may be motivating states to cooper-
ate. This draws attention to (1) the type rather than the accuracy of the information 
states receives, and (2) it underlines the power of information management. An alter-
native explanation for this anomaly is expanded upon in section 5.3, which draws on 
the insights offered from world society theory. 
Despite some pessimism of usefully applying neoliberal institutionalism to com-
parative regional studies (cf. Börzel 2012), this study has shown that it remains highly 
appropriate for revealing the functional-based motivations that contribute to state 
cooperation on regional DRM. While not all hypotheses were corroborated, those that 
failed usefully question the scope conditions of neoliberal institutionalism and pro-
vide suitable avenues for future research.   
5.2. A cultural explanation 
World society theory provides an alternative explanation for why states were motivat-
ed to cooperate on regional DRM. Instead of emphasizing the pursuit of rational 
goals, the very structure that constitutes states to act rationally is critiqued by world 
                                                
281 Note the single outlier of this finding is CARICOM, which experienced a general increase in 
relative costs from natural disasters over the entire period of investigation. This can be gener-
ally explained by the excessive and consecutive losses from major earthquakes and hurricanes.  
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society theorists. The narrative begins with a world cultural script that is informed by 
highly institutionalized and taken-for-granted concepts that structure appropriate 
behaviour for the individual, the state, and international organizations. This includes 
a number of norms, such as scientific progress, individualism, human rights, and ra-
tionalization. Emerging out of the world cultural script are particular global norma-
tive models, such as the nation state. It is posited that regional DRM is also a global 
model that is legitimized through its connection to, or ‘theorization’ of, the global cul-
tural script, such as rationalization and the use of science to legitimize its existence. 
This model is then diffused and supported by a rising league of professionalized ‘oth-
ers’. This is illustrated by the rise of DRM organizations from the late 1970s onwards, 
and is interpreted as a prerequisite for regional DRM cooperation. It was shown that 
various techniques of relational and cultural diffusion are administered by the inter-
national community such as inter-organizational cooperation, arenas of diffusion and 
the creation of rituals and myths. The outcome of this model is the standardization of 
regional DRM cooperation in terms of the content, concepts, and values that appear 
in regional DRM agreements. Evidence for this narrative is understood to verify the 
causal role global norms have on constructing the interests of states for cooperating 
on regional DRM.  
One of the clearest ambiguities that emerged in all three ideal types was the cate-
gorization of the EU. This organization was expected to adopt a ‘learning’ role vis-à-
vis the global DRM model (cf. Ideal Type 2 and 3). While it did show many signs of 
‘learning’, it also showed increasing signs of ‘teaching’ DRM norms to other regional 
organizations and states. Indeed, the EU was identified as the second most active 
‘teacher’ of DRM norms after UN agencies. While one could interpret this finding as 
evidence for the UN and the EU as normative actors (hence agency), world society 
theory would instead emphasize that while there is a scale between an ‘interested 
agent’ and a ‘disinterested other’, even the latter’s actions are determined by the glob-
al cultural script.282 This insight challenges typical explanations of EU foreign policy 
as actor-driven, which includes studies on the EU as a normative (Manners 2002) or 
normal power (Pacheco Pardo 2012). In other words, there is a tendency to frame the 
EU as an independent variable, or actor in world politics, rather than a receiver of 
                                                
282 This important characteristic of world society theory is also related to the concept of nor-
mative power, which is discussed below. By ‘normative actor’ I mean organizations that have 
the power to shape norms (Manners 2002, Whitman 2011). 
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global norms. To be sure, this does not mean that agency is not important, but that 
EU foreign policy analysis can profit from more structure-focused theories of IR.283 
A further implication that can be drawn from the results is the inherent dynamism 
and path-dependence of norms. While this may not be new, what is novel from the 
perspective of world society theory is the analytical categorization of two types of in-
terrelated norms: a world cultural script, and global normative models. While both 
are contingent, the latter tends to be more dynamic than the former. This distinction 
is helpful for understanding how the UN and EU can simultaneously be normative 
powers – shaping what ‘ought to be’ in DRM – and agents of a larger set of norms 
that are fairly impervious to change. Thinking about the specification of normative 
structures from this perspective may be a useful analytical strategy for investigating 
the simultaneous interaction between structure and agency instead of merely bracket-
ing one or the other.  
An important implication for research on global norms that emerges from the em-
pirical results is the concept of norm localization: the argument that the adoption of 
global norms is determined by local actors’ ‘cognitive priors and identity’ (Acharya 
2004, p. 239). This is an important development and fine-tuning of the norm diffu-
sion literature. World society theory’s emphasis on cultural diffusion and theorization 
takes an additional step, by illustrating how the very cognitive priors and identity of 
local actors are manipulated by external agents of global norms, making diffusion 
spread more rapidly. For example, the formation of standardized school curricula by 
the UNISDR and other DRM organizations on best DRM practices, and the creation 
of rituals, such as celebrating the day of disaster risk reduction, fosters a common 
identity amongst a diverse range of actors that make diffusion more possible. Fur-
thermore, by accentuating common traits that are already familiar to most regions – 
such as progressive science – there is even less friction between the local and global 
levels. Perhaps the strongest and weakest aspect of world society theory is its inherent 
focus on global similarities. World society theory gains parsimony by explaining 
much, but is simultaneously limited in its accuracy; its breadth outweighs its depth of 
explanation. Mercosur, for example, is difficult to explain because it has few stand-
ardized features, and unlike a majority of regional organizations, has not developed 
advanced versions of DRM cooperation. Similarly, the low and idiosyncratic pattern 
of cooperation before the mid 1990s is difficult to explain. Anticipated answers from 
                                                
283 A good example of this is the UN Millennium Goals that seem to clearly dictate an im-
portant part of the EU’s foreign policy on development issues (cf. European Council 2000, 
2006, 2011, European Commission 2012c).  
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world society theory might argue that it is only a question of time before Mercosur 
also establishes a standardized version of DRM cooperation and that DRM coopera-
tion before the mid 1990s can be explained by the non-existence of an established 
regional model on DRM that only emerged after the first world conference on DRM 
in 1994. A further ambiguity that arose through the empirical analysis was the unex-
plained failure of some DRM organizations, which reveals a progressive bias in world 
society theory that cannot easily explain normative disintegration. A possible strategy 
to deal with these and other outliers is to more fully engage with the scope conditions 
of global norms.  
5.3. Theoretical heuristics and methodological pluralism 
As the two explanations offered in this thesis draw from two practices of knowledge 
production, it is difficult to draw broader findings that can use the insights from both 
rational and cultural approaches. This is the general line taken by Hollis and Smith in 
their (in)famous claim that there are two stories in IR (1990). There is good reason 
for making such a claim, as each methodology presents a different ‘reality’ or 
worldview that consequently affects theoretical application and the type of methods 
being used. However, this option is unsatisfying as it is resistant to ecumenical pres-
sures; that is, it limits the realm of knowledge production to various disciplines within 
IR and subsequently limits explanations of real-world events. An alternative strategy 
pursued here moves away from the trenchant idea of incommensurable worldviews 
by working through the similarities of each methodology, while also respecting their 
differences. Through this a useful strategy emerges that introduces heuristics that are 
created by comparing the substantive assumptions from each theory. This provides a 
useful avenue for developing causal analyses for the two explanations offered in this 
thesis, without committing ‘conceptual overstretch’: the danger of simultaneously 
broadening and trivialising a theoretical explanation. Importantly, if this alternative 
is feasible, there must also be similarities in the two modes of knowledge production 
used in this thesis. 
If the general purpose of neopositivism and analyticism is to establish ‘organized 
knowledge’ from ‘social reality’, then the promise of dialogue between the two meth-
odologies seems possible.284 The main difference is that neopositivism implicitly as-
                                                
284 As noted in Chapter 2, theory is defined as: ‘the explicit formulation of determinate rela-
tions between a set of variables in terms of which a fairly extensive class of empirically ascer-
tainable regularities can be explained’ (Schutz 1954, p. 260). Dietrich Rueschemeyer similarly 
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sumes social reality, while analyticism sees this as the principal object of inquiry.285 
‘Intersubjectivity, interaction, intercommunication, and language are simply presup-
posed as the unclarified foundations of these [logical empiricist] theories’ (Schutz 
1954, p. 261).286 This is clearly seen in neopositive theories that rely on the subjective 
understanding of individuals who wish to either maximize their interests (liberalism) 
or produce relative gains (realism) of the body-politic or organization they represent. 
It is only by keeping this assumption constant that correlations can be made between 
observed actions or material facts, between dependent and independent variables. 
Indeed, relaxing this constant could lead to conceptual over-stretch if norms and ide-
as where posited as having a direct influence on interests. As long as neoliberal insti-
tutionalism maintains the implicit assumption that self-interested action trumps ide-
as, it will continue to offer high value in its explanatory power via a necessary abstrac-
tion from reality. This means that there is no serious opening for altruistic or other 
relational motivations for action in neoliberal institutionalism. This distinction also 
plays out in how the two theories perceive the role of the state. While they both claim 
the state as their main unit of analysis, neoliberal institutionalism assumes that the 
state is a self-interested ‘actor’, while world society theory takes the word ‘actor’ seri-
ously by claiming the state, like the individual, is constituted by the global environ-
ment. The rational application thus excels in its emphasis and fine-tuning of the func-
tional moment that was deemed sufficient for the emergence of regional DRM.  
World society theory, on the other hand, excels in its emphasis and fine-tuning of 
the normative aspect of DRM. It takes a critical step back from the functional mo-
ment by connecting DRM to a broader normative environment. By doing this, chapter 
4 shows that cooperation is itself only made possible by a historically informed nor-
mative environment and a contemporary diffusion of DRM norms. There would be no 
‘logical’ reason for a state to provide aid to a neighbouring country, and no reason for 
regional or global DRM, in the absence of important historical facts, such as the rise 
of the contract and the responsible individual, conjoined with other common social 
                                                                                                                                       
defines a ‘narrow’ concept of theory as ‘interrelated propositions that say something general 
about relations and processes in social reality’ (2009, p. 6). Harold Doty and William Glick’s 
definition of a theory also holds similar properties, albeit with a more neopositive bent: theory 
is defined by ‘(a) constructs must be identified, (b) relationships among these constructs must 
be specified, and (c) these relationships must be falsifiable’ (1994, p. 233). 
285 Social reality is defined here as ‘the sum total of objects and occurrences within the social 
cultural world as experiences by the common-sense thinking of men living their daily lives 
among their fellow-men, connected with them in manifold relations of interaction’ (Schutz 
1954, p. 261).   
286 While this statement may be more than half a century old, it still has relevance today. Pat-
rick Jackson highlights, for example, the general lack of attention from mainstream IR to ad-
dress methodological issues (2008, p. 131) 
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categories and global models such as scientific progress. Hence, they constitute an 
adequate causal property. Like neoliberal institutionalism’s commitment to agency 
over structure and the importance of self-interested action over ideas and norms, 
world society theory’s commitment to structure over agency and the importance of 
ideas and norms over self-interested action provides an idealized depiction of a non-
reality, a prerequisite for any established theory. In saying this, however, it should not 
be assumed that they ought to be viewed in isolation, but rather as two distinct and 
alternative perspectives that can assist one another to provide a richer understanding 
and explanation of an ‘interesting’ phenomenon. 
The mechanism, that allows these heuristics to have any possible effect, is based 
on a similar mode of knowledge production shared by both methodologies, which is 
identified as phenomenalism: a philosophical ontological wager that limits observa-
tions of the world to experience (Jackson 2011). The creation of ideal-types and hy-
potheses via experience share this similar mode of knowledge production, while the 
difference lies in how these conceptual tools are used. Neopositivists will test the hy-
potheses on ‘less-likely’ or outlier cases and analyticists will compare ideal-types to a 
unique event. If the main difference is in the use and not in the production of these 
tools then it is posited that heuristic devices can take the form of either a hypothesis 
or an ideal type. Indeed, Max Weber suggests a similar strategy when he notes that 
ideal types are not hypotheses, but can be used to help create them ([1949] 2011, p. 
91). However, the translation from hypotheses to ideal-type will only be useful to the 
extent to which they meet theoretical assumptions.287  
This approach is understood to contribute to the developing metatheoretical field 
of theoretical eclecticism (Sil and Katzenstein 2010a, 2010b) or theoretical pluralism 
that is defined as ‘an explicit effort to utilize insights and variables from two or more 
theoretical approaches to make better sense of a real-world problem’ (Checkel 2012, 
p. 224, Sil and Katzenstein 2011, pp. 182-3). Importantly, this does not mean synthe-
sis and it does not bracket ontological and epistemological differences that would only 
confuse alternative definitions of causal relationships or truth claims. Instead, the 
ontologies and epistemological assumptions that constitute various research tradi-
tions must be explicated in order to ‘make sense of a given problem’ (Ibid, p. 482). 
The approach used in this thesis adds to this literature by providing a conservative 
method of translation between two traditions of inquiry. By conservative, I mean that 
                                                
287 To be clear, these heuristics are not designed to stretch the conceptual apparatus of each 
theory, but reveal that the determinate relations emphasized by each theory can be engaged 
with productively, albeit with a set of different causal assumptions under certain scope condi-
tions.  
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different causal assumptions are not simply taken wholesale from different theories 
and applied to a problem, but that they are used as heuristic devices to foster a more 
developed research tradition on its own terms. This means that ‘causal warrants’ are 
not relaxed as Sil and Katzenstein advocate (cf. Haas 2010, p. 10), but remain central 
to each methodology that can then employ new hypotheses in order to provide a 
greater explanation to a given problem.  
 
Table 5.1 Possible translations between ideal-types and hypotheses on key ex-
planatory features for state cooperation on regional DRM 
Explanatory 
features 
Ideal type  Hypothesis 
Normative and 
material  
Power  
Asymmetrical normative pow-
er relationships are necessary 
for regional DRM cooperation 
← The more material power and risk 
from natural disasters are concen-
trated in a single state, the more like-
ly regional cooperation will emerge 
Power via  
legitimacy 
State action on DRM is moti-
vated through legitimacy con-
cerns 
→ The more states adopt global pre-
scriptions on regional DRM, the more 
likely they will gain material power  
Functionality The origins of the regional 
DRM model is based on the 
functional priorities of the 
state 
← The higher the functional demand to 
solve collective action problem, the 
more likely states will cooperate on 
regional DRM  
Norms The normative environment 
constitutes states interests 
→ If common knowledge is readily 
available to a group of states, then 
states will be more likely to cooperate 
on regional DRM 
 
Table 5.1 illustrates four heuristic devices that can help to advance the explanatory 
power of each theory on its own terms. Based on some of the main substantive con-
cepts and explanatory features that were used to explain regional DRM cooperation, 
material and normative power and functionality and norms, were identified. The ar-
row lines indicate the direction from the original causal statement to the translated 
ideal type or hypothesis. Attention has been focused on broad substantive concepts 
that produce enough friction to be translated as possible heuristics in light of the em-
pirical question. Thus, important causal concepts such as interdependence and 
asymmetrical risk are not prioritized, because they either produce too little or too 
much friction between neoliberal institutionalism and world society theory. Both the-
ories agree, for example, that interdependence is an important causal mechanism for 
the emergence of regional DRM, while asymmetrical risk is fairly insignificant for 
world society theory. The limits of translation are thus set on what is considered use-
ful. 288 
                                                
288 Of course, even these issues can be analysed and translated into ideal types or hypotheses. 
However, the perceived value of doing this is fairly low. For the case of interdependence, for 
example, world society theory would emphasize the importance of the international communi-
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5.3.1. Material and normative power 
Material power is a central concept used by neoliberal institutionalists. The under-
provision of public goods, for example, is explained by the distribution of state power: 
only powerful states would be willing to produce a public good because the benefits it 
gains would outweigh the costs of production (Stone 2009, p. 33. cf. Rhinard, Hollis 
and Boin 2013). This argument was translated into one of the hypotheses tested in 
this thesis: that a regional hegemon or ‘paymaster’ (Mattli 1999) is necessary for the 
emergence of regional DRM. The empirical results revealed that not all regional or-
ganizations are defined by a single paymaster, but rather by a ‘risk coalition’ defined 
by a small group of states that are not only highly vulnerable to natural disasters but 
that also hold the largest material capacity within a region. Regardless of this nu-
anced change in the scope conditions for power, it serves to illustrate the importance 
neoliberal institutionalism places on the influence material power has for state coop-
eration on regional DRM.  
Material power does not provide an overly useful heuristic for world society theo-
ry; material power would only increase the possibility for extensive networking and 
interrelational activity, rather than being directly attributed to influencing states to 
cooperate on regional DRM.  Indeed, world society theorists seldom raise the concept 
of such power. However, a broader concept of power is considered useful for world 
society theory, whereby an emphasis on normative power – the power to shape ap-
propriate behaviour – could increase its conceptual and explanatory competency.289 
As seen in Chapter 4, a teacher-student relationship was identified as an important 
aspect of (re)producing the global DRM model. This interaction between regional 
organizations and the UN can be reinterpreted into a division of power, whereby 
states and regional organizations authorize the UN with the power to shape the 
                                                                                                                                       
ty to neoliberal institutionalism and neoliberal institutionalism would emphasize internal 
trade bias to world society theory. This does little for theory development because it does not 
challenge existing scope conditions of the theories. World society theory would see intra-
regional trade bias as an additional example of networked relations for relational diffusion 
and neoliberal institutionalism would see international organizations as an additional actor to 
the state that provides and spreads information and institutional support for regional DRM 
cooperation. They would presumably be acting under the same functional explanatory condi-
tions emphasized in this thesis. Asymmetrical risk, on the other hand offers little development 
for world society theory as it is a specific cost-benefit explanatory condition that is irrelevant 
for the argument that regional DRM is derived from a global set of norms.  
289 This does not mean that normative power is entirely absent from world society theory, but 
that it could be clarified and theorized to a greater degree. In an analysis of the EU, for exam-
ple, John Meyer notes that ‘Otherhood – the constant elaboration of expectations for actors – 
is a driving force behind the…European system. Realist social theories that do not recognize 
its power (or even existence) have had the greatest difficulty accounting for Europe’ 
([2001]2009, p. 348).  
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boundaries of acceptable behaviour through enacting the global DRM model. This 
may let agency in from the back door, but the activity of the UN and other ‘teachers’ 
of global models nevertheless tends to be confined to the world cultural script, which 
sets the possibilities of action. As this type of power is not directly associated with 
material concerns, but rather acceptable behaviour that is not always consciously ap-
parent, it is often harder to cash it in for immediate effect. Yet, in the long term the 
power to channel societal behaviour is highly important not only for pragmatic and 
theoretical, but also for ethical reasons.290 
 World society theory’s focus on legitimacy offers an additional heuristic for 
neoliberal institutionalism. Instead of identifying legitimacy with appropriateness, 
legitimacy can also be understood as a means to increase material power. Taking le-
gitimacy seriously can help to explain cooperation that lacks an immediate functional 
explanation. Regional organizations, for example, that have a high level of DRM co-
operation yet financially suffer from historically few disasters (low expectations) – in 
the last decade this would include the PIF, SADC, LAS, the AU, and ECO – may be 
cooperating with the active purpose of increasing foreign direct investment, or the 
reactive purpose of conditionality, in order to increase its overall gains.291 This indi-
rect method thus replaces legitimacy with material power and, thus, subtly shifts a 
world society theory definition of legitimacy based on ‘the logic of appropriateness’ to 
the ‘logic of consequences’ (cf. Schaar 1981, p. 20, March and Olsen 1989). If this in-
sight were applied to neoliberal institutionalism, it could help to explain the persist-
ing anomaly illustrated through the empirical results on the expectations condition. 
Despite the decrease in relative costs, the material gains achieved through coopera-
tion may outweigh functional demand.    
                                                
290 Altruistic motives are not taken seriously by either theory applied in this thesis. Neoliberal 
institutionalism’s highly idealized conception of the state as a rational utility maximizer natu-
rally shies away from stressing altruistic motives. Sweden’s assistance to SADC’s DRM frame-
work, for example, would presumably be motivated through providing regional stability to 
enhance external trade flows, not for altruistic purposes (a liberal intergovernmentalist excep-
tion to this is that some democratic states are influenced by domestic pressure to act benevo-
lently in its foreign policy). World society theory, on the other hand, does take note of benevo-
lent action but sees this as a part of the world cultural script that loses its original functional 
purpose over time, a phenomenon that is partly a result of the diffusion process (‘travelling 
light’). In other words, there is no normative or ethical component attached to world society 
theory. This is not necessarily a bad thing, as world society theory champions structure in 
order to gain parsimony and clarity. Nevertheless, adding a dash of agency – or adopting a 
softer constructivist or middle-of-the-road approach – does allow for this important factor, 
which also ushers virtue theory into international relations theory.  
291 This argument appears more likely for developing countries (Meyer and Rowan [1977] 
2009, p. 94). The EU and the OAS is thus excluded from the list even if its meets the other 
criteria.  
Conclusion 
 
 
218 
5.3.2. Functionality and norms 
If an analytical version of world society theory takes seriously its claim of structure 
over agency, then even the interest of an individual is entirely constructed by his or 
her ‘life-world’. The ‘self’ in self-interest is defiantly removed when the majority legit-
imates social action. The basis of what constructs collective action problems would, 
thus, not be based on the self-interest and the rational utility function of states, but 
on the complex arrangements of contingent social norms.292 Thus, even rationality 
and functionality are subjective experiences. Keeping this in mind, the important 
work neoliberal institutionalism builds on the basis of functionality can nevertheless 
form a useful heuristic. World society theorists writ large would arguably concur that 
the establishment of a norm is based on a functional need or ‘common situation’, an 
insight that by cooperating collectively all parties will be better off (Berger and Luck-
mann 1967, pp. 55-57).293 Importantly, this explanation would still be based within 
the broader normative context that provides the very rationale and possibility for a 
functional moment to occur. If this is true, then the insights that neoliberal institu-
tionalism provides in outlining the main functional issues embedded in an incentive 
structure that motivates states to cooperation on DRM can be usefully engaged with. 
At the very least, the functional hypotheses can be used to further elucidate the func-
tional moment that gives rise to DRM cooperation. While the concept of functionality 
will remain contested, this ought not to subtract from insights neoliberal institution-
alism affords.294 In particular, it can provide an outline of what actors perceive as the 
most important conditions under which they will agree to cooperate on DRM. Alter-
                                                
292 An underlying tension in world society is expressed by the individual who is always consti-
tuted by an existing set of cultural norms. The continual production and reproduction of indi-
vidual identity and reification of world culture lead Meyer and his colleagues to declare the 
individual as an ‘institutional myth’ (Meyer, Boli and Thomas [1987] 2009, p. 77). This makes 
it difficult to locate any origins of world society of DRM. Even if a single actor could be distin-
guished as the author of a global model, his or her actions would still be informed by world 
culture. Action precedes thought; it is the normative structure that constitutes the actor. In-
deed, the ‘essential elements of the cultural dimension of world society’ is the ‘the cognitive 
and ontological models of reality that specify the nature, purposes, technology, sovereignty, 
control, and resources of states and other actors (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009, p. 177). 
293 Of course, once this norm or pattern of behaviour is established it can take on a life of its 
own over time, whereby it can drift from the original functional moment of creation. This 
phenomena is well rehearsed by both world society theorists with reference to the notion of 
‘decoupling’ (Meyer et al. [1997] 2009) and neoliberal institutionalists with reference to the 
notion of ‘organized hypocrisy’ (Krasner 1999). 
294 The term functionality or functionalism is heavily laden with alternative meanings in vari-
ous subfields of the social and natural sciences. To be clear, this study understands functional-
ism to be grounded in rational choice literature and should not be confused with the sociologi-
cal label of functionalism which is more related to a structuralist description of change related 
to Durkheim’s and Parson’s definition of ‘functionalism’.      
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natively, the functional basis can also be used as an ideal type from which knowledge 
can be produced via empirical ambiguity. 
According to neoliberal institutionalism, norms do not have a direct effect on self-
interest: the latter trumps the former. In terms of the research question, the im-
portance of norms as a causal element is not considered necessary; instead, a func-
tional argument is sufficient for explaining cooperation irrespective of any global 
norms. Yet, even if rationalists do not accept the constitutive role of norms, they do 
see the value of norms in providing ‘common knowledge, which is essential for coor-
dination’ (Katzenstein et al. 1998, cited in Keohane 2010, p. 19: original emphasis). In 
this sense, the stress placed on common cultural categories by world society theory, 
such as science and education, can add important contextual understanding for ra-
tionalists by highlighting the source of the common knowledge needed for coordina-
tion on DRM.  
The abovementioned construction of hypotheses and ideal types through the com-
parison of theoretical concepts provides useful avenues for future research, and pro-
vides the foundations for a more developed answer that emerges through a dialogue 
between the methodological approaches used in this thesis. World society can use the 
insights from neoliberal institutionalism to obtain a fuller understanding of the func-
tional moment that gave birth to global DRM norms, and the concept of normative 
power can be applied to further specify the different ideational roles states and inter-
national organizations play out in order to (re)produce the global DRM model. Ne-
oliberal institutionalism also profits from the heuristic devices employed through a 
comparison with world society theory. A description of what motivates states to coop-
erate on regional DRM can develop through increased attention to common 
knowledge as a prerequisite for effective coordination on regional DRM, and on the 
multiple goals of states, such as increasing foreign direct investment. If a regional 
organization establishes a particular form of DRM cooperation via ‘common 
knowledge’ in order to maximize its gains, the likelihood that it will create a standard-
ized form of DRM is high, even if the local material incentives are not present.   
If each methodology and its associated theory can be regarded as a legitimate 
mode of producing knowledge, there is no reason that their explanations cannot be 
used to provide a richer explanation, albeit with their own biases. These richer expla-
nations are paraphrased below: 
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Neoliberal institutionalism can explain why states were motivated to cooperate 
on regional DRM through a sufficient configuration of interdependence and 
asymmetrical risk that is complemented by an existing ‘common knowledge’ on 
DRM that is fostered by the international community.  
World society theory can explain why states were motivated to cooperate on re-
gional DRM through relational and cultural diffusion practices by the interna-
tional community; the importance of asymmetrical risk and interdependence is 
not epiphenomenal but speaks to the rationalized culture that constitutes and 
gives meaning to state action.  
Note that the first statement on neoliberal institutionalism does not make the claim 
that norms have a greater impact on the outcome than the two functional-based ex-
planatory conditions, but it does mean that the explanation can be more complete. As 
each tradition of inquiry used in this thesis is premised on a different set of assump-
tion on warranted truth claims and conceptions of causality, the emphasis world soci-
ety theory places on norms can only be translated into acceptable functional limits of 
neoliberal institutionalism and must then be evaluated according a nomothetic gen-
eralization.  
5.4. A state in a world of risk 
Disaster risk management is principally concerned with the protection of citizens. 
The emergence of regional DRM is thus a central issue for understanding the state of 
state sovereignty. While each theoretical approach in this thesis emphasizes different 
causal conditions, they both confirm the central role of the state in a highly interde-
pendent and globalized world. This position tends to go against the grain of many 
commentaries on the devolving status or porousness of the state (cf. Kirchner and 
Sperling 2007). Contra this position, the state is not conceived as a degenerate actor 
in world politics but as a dynamic actor/agent that is able to (re)shape itself in an ev-
er-changing contextual environment.  
According to neoliberal institutionalism, states will cooperate in order to achieve 
greater gains or solve collective action problems. If there are disincentives, such as 
the number of states (Olson 1965), ‘free-riding’, and ‘distrust’ (Ostrom 1990, Barett 
2007), the likelihood that states will agree to advanced forms of cooperation that re-
strict their behaviour is limited. If this logic is applied to regional DRM, it is not sur-
prising that states are guarded in the amount of obligation they would entrust to re-
gional organizations, particularly in the area of civilian protection that cuts at the 
heart of state sovereignty. However, since the mid 1990s, a large majority of the 10 
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cases examined in this dissertation produced advanced forms of cooperation that, 
while not reaching the level of an independent supranational capacity on DRM, do 
include emerging initiatives that require states to standardize DRM coordination and 
provide lists of assets that can be used in the event of a transboundary natural disas-
ter. Nonetheless, it is argued that states remain in full control of the protection of 
their citizens for the following two reasons. First, most regional organizations exhibit 
an intergovernmental system of DRM cooperation, which means that state coopera-
tion remains voluntary. Second, even the establishment of framework agreements 
that provide obligatory measures does not necessarily equate to a loss of sovereignty 
if there is a lack of enforcement measures. Indeed, translating words into action has 
been mostly limited to those regions with high capacities (the EU and the OAS).295  
World society theory frames state sovereignty in different terms. Instead of an a 
priori condition, it is understood as a global model and therefore liable to change as a 
contingent social construction. The interrelationship between the rise of the regional 
DRM the nation-state model is understood to strengthen and not weaken the modern 
nation-state by heaping further responsibility on it to enact through an additional 
model – via regional organizations – and thereby increase in its legitimacy as a state. 
As global models are attached to the legitimate and external action of states, and less 
on the actual practices of states, there will be little competition between the two glob-
al models as decoupling would be expected to occur between official statements and 
operational practice (Meyer 2009, p. 50). 
The state is not impervious to change; rather it achieves resilience as an entity 
through its ability to change either through the adoption of global norms, or by strik-
ing a balance between functional concerns of the state and preservation of its own 
sovereign identity. The general findings from this thesis mirror this observation by 
providing two independent explanations for what motivates states to cooperate on 
regional DRM. While concern has been placed on respecting these explanations on 
their own terms, a conservative translation of key causal assumption is also offered 
that acts as a useful theoretical heuristic for neoliberal institutionalism and world 
society theory. This not only provides for a potentially richer explanation, but also 
lays the ground work for future research in this highly important yet fairly neglected 
field that is essential for the survival of the state and the individual.   
                                                
295 A preliminary review on operational activity in regional DRM reveals that EU activity on 
the ground is fairly robust (cf. Boin, Ekengren and Rhinard 2012) and that the OAS has been 
active through the WHI. However, operational activity elsewhere is relatively low, such as 
ASEAN’s DRM operational capacity (Marr 2010) or non-existent (cf. UN 2005, p. 1018, 2007, 
p. 949, ESCWA 2011).  
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Disaster risk management is global. The challenge is thus to understand how vari-
ous global actors – from the local to transnational – can effectively coordinate in or-
der to produce a more resilient environment. Charged by functional and ideational 
concerns, states have begun to operate through regional organizations as an im-
portant entity within this emerging field. The normative aspect of this global project 
speaks to the limits and possibilities of action that can evolve into ‘dysfunctional’ be-
haviour that raises unanswered ethical questions. The rational aspect of this global 
project speaks to the functional basis that informs state interests. Even if these two 
voices do not sing in concert, their tune does provide a fuller sound that is useful for 
generating knowledge, not only through their harmonies but also through the disso-
nance they produce.  
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6. Annex 
6.1. Regional DRM agreements 
Table 6.1 Regional DRM cooperation: 1987-2011 
Regional Organization DRM Agreement Date Ref. 
1. Arctic Council EPPR Strategic Plan of Ac-
tion 
2010 EPPR 
2012 
2. Association of  
Caribbean States 
ACS Saint-Marc Plan of Action 2010 ACS 2010 
3. Asia Pacific Economic 
Cooperation 
APEC Strategy for Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Emergency 
Preparedness and Response 
in the Asia Pacific Region 
2005 APEC 
2005 
4. Association of South 
East Asian Nations 
ASEAN ASEAN Regional Programme 
on Disaster Management 
2004 ASEAN 
2004 
5. African Union AU  African Regional Strategy for 
Disaster Risk Reduction 
2004 AU 2004 
6. Andean Community of 
Nations 
CAN Andean Strategy for Disaster 
Prevention and Relief 
2004 CAN 2004 
7. Barents Euro-Arctic 
Council 
BEAC Emergency Prevention, Pre-
paredness and Response 
agreement 
2008 BEAC 
2012 
8. Caribbean Community  CARICOM  Comprehensive Approach for 
disaster management in the 
Caribbean Project: A Strate-
gy and Results Framework 
for Comprehensive Disaster 
Management in the Caribbe-
an296 
2001 CARICOM 
2001 
9. Council of the Baltic 
Sea States 
CBSS Eurobaltic Programme for 
civil protection 
2000 CBSS 
2012 
10 Central European  
Initiative 
CEI Cooperation agreement on 
the forecast, prevention and 
mitigation or natural and 
technological disasters 
1996 CEI 1996 
11. Council of Europe CoE EUR-OPA Major Hazards 
Agreement 
1987 CoE 1987 
12. Disaster Preparedness 
and Prevention initia-
tive for South-Eastern 
Europe 
DPPI-SEE Disaster Preparedness and 
Prevention Initiative 
2000 DPPI SEE 
2000 
13. Economic Cooperation 
Organization 
ECO ECO-RCRM297 2008 ECO 
2008b 
14. Economic Community 
of West African States 
ECOWAS ECOWAS Policy for Disaster 
Risk Reduction  
2006 ECOWAS 
2006 
15. Euro-Mediterranean EMP Euro-Mediterranean Coop- 1996 EUPPRD 
                                                
296 Note that this is CARICOM’s first official ‘strategy’. For previous agreements on DRM see 
CARICOM (1990, 1991). 
297 ECO has not yet published an official framework agreement. However, it has signed a MoU 
with the UNISDR (ECO 2007) and cooperates through the Regional Centre for Risk Manage-
ment of Natural Disasters (ECO-RCRM). For more on ECO see chapter 3, p. 55. 
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Partnership eration on Civil Protection 
(EUPPRD) 
2012, cf. 
Bremberg 
2012. 
16. European Union EU Community action pro-
gramme in the field of civil 
protection 
1997 European 
Council 
1997 
17. The Intergovernmental 
Authority for Devel-
opment 
IGAD Regional Disaster Prepared-
ness Strategy 
2000 IGAD 2000 
18. League of Arab States LAS  Arab Strategy for Disaster 
Risk Reduction 2020 
2011 LAS 2011 
19. Southern Common 
Market 
Mercosur REHU298 2009 Mercosur 
2009 
20. North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization 
NATO EAPC policy on Enhanced 
Practical Cooperation in the 
Field of International Disas-
ter Relief 
1998 NATO 1998 
21. Nordic Council 
 
Public health preparedness 
agreement 
2002 Nordic 
Council 
2002 
22. Organization for Amer-
ican States 
OAS  Miami Plan of Action 1994 OAS 1994 
23. Pacific Islands Forum PIF  Madang Framework for ac-
tion 
2005 PIF 2005 
24. South Asian Associa-
tion for Regional Co-
operation 
SAARC SAARC Disaster Manage-
ment Framework  
2006 SAARC 
2006 
25. Southern African De-
velopment Community 
SADC  Regional Multi-Sectoral Dis-
aster Management Strategy 
2001 SADC 
2001a 
26. Central American Inte-
gration System 
SICA The Central American Policy 
on Integrated Risk Manage-
ment (PCGIR) 
2010 SICA 2010 
 
 
Explanatory note. The list of agreements depicts the globalization of regional DRM. 
The dates generally refer to when each regional organization signed the correspond-
ing agreement. This does not mean, however, that cooperation was absent before the-
se dates. See the individual references on the far-right column for more details. 
  
                                                
298 REHU translates from Spanish to the following: Special Meeting on Disaster Risk Reduc-
tion Socio-Natural, Civil Defence, Civil Protection and Humanitarian Assistance (Mercosur 
2009).  
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6.2. Estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters 
Tables 6.2, 6.3, and Figure 6.1 illustrate the estimated economic damages caused by 
natural disasters. The raw figures are sourced from the EM-DAT database according 
to the following search categories, (1) countries pertaining to selected regional organ-
izations, (2) time period ‘1970-2009’, (3) ‘natural disasters’, and (4) ‘estimated eco-
nomic damages per country’. These figures were then adjusted for inflation based on 
the Consumer Price Index (Lawrence and Williamson 2011) according to real 2008 
prices.299 Once adjusted the average amount of estimated damages for each decade 
was calculated and placed accordingly in Table 6.2.300 The percentage change from the 
first and last period is also provided in the far right column. 
Table 6.3 displays an additional calculation that adjusts the figures in Table 6.2 ac-
cording to regional GDP. The raw data for the GDP statistics come from the UNU-
CRIS RIKS (2011) database and is adjusted to the average sum per decade.301 The cal-
culations drawn from the raw data set (EM-DAT) that include inflation and regional 
GDP is also displayed in Table 6.3.  
Figure 6.1 illustrates the trend across the 37-year period of investigation based on 
estimated economic damages as a percentage of GDP.  
6.2.1. Estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters 
adjusted to inflation rates 
Table 6.2 Estimated economic damages caused from natural disasters: 1970-2007* 
Regional  
Organization 
1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 Percentage 
change ** 
ASEAN 801.1 639.7 2,673.1 2,573.0 2.21 
AU 538.3 2,212.6 418.4 1,190.9 1.21 
OAS 7,724.0 12,545.0 27,390.0 42,871.2 4.55 
ECO 758.6 792.6 6.407.9 1,372.0 0.81 
LAS 439.6 3,605.3 896.6 1,431.1 2.25 
EU 2,831.8 7,978.0 11,914.0 12,707.7 3.49 
Mercosur 1,723.6 2,804.3 669.5 954.3 -0.45 
CARICOM 31,708.5 650.4 292.7 882.1 26.82 
PIF 1,141.8 2,058.3 1,181.8 995.7 -0.13 
SADC 139.7 1,474.4 99.4 239.0 0.71 
Source: EM-DAT 2011. * Adjusted for inflation. **Percentage change calculated from the 
1970-1979 and 2000-2007 time periods. 
 
   
 
                                                
299 These are adjusted for inflation because the raw figures correspond to ‘the damage value at 
the moment of the event, i.e. the figures are shown true to the year of the event’ (EM-DAT 
2009). 
300 Note that each year was first adjusted for inflation before the average for each decade was 
calculated.  
301 The UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011) uses the GDP data from the UN Statistics Office.  
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6.2.2. Average trajectory of estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters as a percentage of 
regional GDP 
Figure 6.1 Trend line of estimated regional economic damages caused by natural disasters as a percentage of regional GDP: 1970-1997 
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6.2.3. Estimated economic damages caused by natural disasters 
as a percenrage of regional GDP 
Table 6.3  Economic damage caused by natural disasters as a percentage of regional 
GDP: 1970-2008 (USD ,000) 
Regional 
organization 
Categories of esti-
mated economic 
damages 
Time period 
1970- 
1979 
1980- 
1989 
1990- 
1999 
2000-
2007 
EU Estimated econom-
ic damage  
689,110 3,398,570 8,253,062 10,998,766 
Adjusted for infla-
tion 
2,831,888 7,978,000 11,914,000 12,707,750 
Adjusted as a per 
cent of regional 
GDP  
0.16 0.20 0.15 0.09 
ASEAN Estimated econom-
ic damage  
192,918 319,486 1,922,217 2,320,286 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
801,146 639,700 2,673,100 2,573,000 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
1.27 0.26 0.45 0.27 
PIF Estimated econom-
ic damage 
288,130 923,921 817,202 876,050 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
1,141,800 2,058,370 1,181,820 995,750 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
1.01 0.88 0.29 0.13 
CARICOM Estimated econom-
ic damage 
6,675 278,782 212,142 676,578 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
31,708 650,416 292,710 882,114 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.33 3.75 1.19 1.73 
Mercosur Estimated econom-
ic damage 
344,825 831,000 376,948 614,072 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
1,723,685 2,804,303 669,582 954,350 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.82 0.85 0.08 0.09 
SADC Estimated econom-
ic damage 
12,170 265,765 58,042 206,586 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
139,700 1,474,400 99,413 239,012 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.22 1.41 0.06 0.08 
LAS Estimated econom-
ic damage 
19,380 885,850 567,414 1,311,799 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
439,676 3,605,300 896,654 1,431,195 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.39 0.97 0.19 0.13 
AU Estimated econom-
ic damage 
145,727 907,897 282,561 1,024,705 
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Adjusted to infla-
tion 
538,320 2,212,660 418,400 1,190,950 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.32 0.67 0.10 0.16 
OAS Estimated econom-
ic damage 
1,889,771 6,203,112 19,160,384 38,181,427 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
7,724,000 12,545,000 27,390,000 42,871,250 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.39 0.24 0.29 0.22 
ECO Estimated econom-
ic damage 
139,835 397,700 4,302,476 1,235,727 
Adjusted to infla-
tion 
758,642 792,653 6,407,900 1,372,087 
Per cent of regional 
GDP  
0.96 0.38 1.73 0.16 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b; UNU-CRIS RIKS 2011; UNSTATS 2011 
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6.3. Regional DRM cooperation in ASEAN, LAS, EU, CARICOM, Mercosur, PIF, SADC, AU, OAS and 
ECO 
 
Table 6.4 Level of regional DRM cooperation (outcome condition) 
 
Regional 
Organization 
DRM Document Year Awareness  Infor-
mation 
Operational capaci-
ty 
Standardiza-
tion 
As-
sets 
Total 
Score 
Reference 
ASEAN Dec of ASEAN Concord 1976 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 ASEAN 
1976b §9 
Dec on Mutual Assistance on 
Nat Disasters 
1976 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 ASEAN 
1976a Preamble Art. I 
Dec of ASEAN Concord II 2003 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 ASEAN 
2003 C(6) 
ARPDM 2003 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.55 ASEAN 
2004 p.4 p.4,61, 73 
Dec of Action 2005 0.20 0.05 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.40 ASEAN 
2005b Preamble Art. 3 Art.3 
AADMER 2005 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.90 ASEAN 
2005a Art. 4; 5 Art. 6; 8; 11; 17;20; 
24;  
Art.8; 18;  Art. 9 
SASOP302 2009 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.80 ASEAN 
2009c 
LAS Dec # 39 1987 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.45 LAS 1987 
Preamble Art. 4;5 Art. 4;5 
Resolution # 345 2011 0.20 0.20 0.20303 0.20304 0.00 0.80 LAS 2011 
p.8 p.15  p.4, 7, 16 p.17 
EU 
 
Council Res 87/C 176/01 1987 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 European 
Council 1987 Art. 2-4 
                                                
302 The 69-page standard operating procedures set out the procedures for ADDMER. 
303 While not specifically part of the agreement, the Regional Centre for Disaster Risk Reduction Training and Research (RCDRR) is mentioned as a 
supporting unit and, therefore, contributes to total the value. 
304 The strategy notes, for example, its commitment to commit to IASC Guidelines: Common Operational Datasets (CODs) in Disaster Preparedness 
and Response. This aims to increase the interoperability of disaster information sharing (IASC 2011). 
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 Council Res 89/C 44/03305 1989 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 European 
Council 1989 Art. 2; 3; 
5-7 
Council Res 90/C 315/02 1990 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 European 
Council 
1990b 
§2 
Council Res 90/C 315/01 1990 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 European 
Council 
1990a 
§14-19 
Council Res 91/C 198/01306 1991 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 European 
Council 1991 Art. 11 
Maastricht Treaty 1992 0.20 0.00 0.15307 0.00 0.00 0.35 European 
Council 1992 Art.103(a) Art.103(a) 
Council Res 94/C 313/01 1994 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.10 0.65 European 
Council 1994 §14;17;19 §21;25 §20 
Council Dec 98/22/EC 1997 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.40 European 
Council 1997 Art.3(2) Art. 3(2a,b,c) 
Council Dec 1999/847/EC 1999 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.40 European 
Council 1999 Art.3(2) Art.3(2) 
Council Dec 2001/792/EC, 
Euratom 
2001 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.70 European 
Council 
2001a 
Art. 1(3) Art.1(1); 1(3);4(a,b) Art.3(
a);4(
e) 
Council Res 2001/C 82/01 2001 0.20 0.05308 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 European 
Council 
2001b 
8(d,e,f) 
Council Res 2002/C 43/01 2002 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 European 
Council 
2002b 
Art.1-4 
Council Res 2003/C 24/03 2002 0.20 0.05 0.15309 0.00 0.00 0.40 European 
                                                
305 Note that the establishment of a multi-lingual glossary of disaster management terms in article 4 could be interpreted as harmonization of infor-
mation. However, this is not done here because a harmonization would be the publication of general disaster management terms. As the document is 
not specific on this, no value under harmonization is given.   
306 This resolution sets out, for the first time, rules and procedures for member state cooperation in responding to a disaster within the Union.  
307 Operational procedure for releasing funds to a member state affected by a major disaster.  
308 Attention to cooperation and information sharing with Eastern European countries and Cyprus as well as recommending sub-regional cooperation 
on civil protection in the Baltic and Barents region.  
309 Based on the suggestion to have intervention teams outside of the Union. 
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Art. 2 Art.5 Council 
2002 
a 
Council Res 2004/C 8/02 2003 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 European 
Council 
2003 
Art.1-4 
Com Dec 2004/277/EC, 
Euratom 
2004 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.60 European 
Commission 
2004 
Art. 1; 16 Art.1; Ch.3; 4 
Council Dec 2007/162/EC, 
Euratom 
2007 0.20 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.35 European 
Council 
2007a 
Art.1 
Com Dec 2007/606/EC, 
Euratom 
2007 0.20 0.0 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.35 European 
Commission 
2007 
Art. 3 
Council Dec 2007/779/EC310 2007 0.20 0.20 0.15311 0.20 0.10 0.85 European 
Council 
2007b 
ChI Art.2 Ch1/Art.1(2);2 ChII/Art.4/no.
3(d); 
CHIII/Art.8/n
o.4(c) 
ChI/A
rt.2/n
o.8,9; 
ChII/
Art.5
/no.4 
Treaty of Lisbon (Art. 176(c); 
Art. 188(r)) 
2007 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 European 
Council 
2007c 
CARICOM Kingston Declaration 1990 0.20 0.05 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.45 CARICOM 
1990 §13 §13 §13 
CDERA 1991 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.70 CARICOM 
1991 Art. 4 Art.11,12 Art. 2 Art. 
12; 
13(s) 
CDMS 2001 0.20 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.45 CARICOM 
2001 p. 16 p.18 p. 16 pp.16-19 
Action Plan 2005 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65 CARICOM 
2005 p.8, 18-26 p.11,20,22 p.19 
                                                
310 The amendments from Council Decision 2008/73/EC, Euratom, and Commission Decision 2010/481/EU (an up-date of the module system) are 
included in this analysis.  
311 A full score is not given in this area due to the lack of attention to prevention and response. 
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Treaty on Security Assistance 2006 0.20 0.05 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.40 CARICOM 
2006 Art. 3 Art. 5 Art. 3 
Strategy and Framework on 
DRM 
2007 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.20 0.00 0.75 CARICOM 
2007 Art. 4.1(2) Art. 4.1;5.1; 5.5 Art. 5.1(1.5) 
CDEMA 2008 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.70 CARICOM 
2008 Preamble Art. 5;6 Art.5-6 Art.1
9 
Mercosur REHU 2009 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 Mercosur 
2009 Preamble §2 Art.1 
PIF Regional Disaster Relief 
Fund 
1975 0.20 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.35 PIF 1975 
Aitutaki Dec 1997 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 PIF 1997 
(4) 
Madang Framework 2005 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65 PIF 2005 
Preamble No.21-31 No. 37(e) No. 38(c); 
54(c) 
SADC Protocol on Health 1999 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 SADC 1999 
Art. 25 Art. 25 (b; 
c) 
Protocol on Politics, defence 
and security cooperation 
2001 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 SADC 2001b 
Art. 2(L) 
Disaster Management Strat-
egy 
2001 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.55 SADC 2001a 
Preamble 4.1 5;2-4.1 
Disaster Risk Reduction 
(DRR) Strategic Plan 2006–
2010 
2006 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.70 SADC 2006 
AU 2006, 10 Ob. 2; 3 Ob.5 Ob.3(c) 
AU SEAF (21st Ordinary Session 
OAU)312 
1985 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.30 UN 1985 
African Regional Strategy for 
Disaster Risk Reduction  
2004 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 AU 2004 
p.2; Art. 3.1 Art.3.3.2.  
Programme of Action for the 
implementation of the re-
gional strategy (2006-
2015)313 
2009 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65 AU 2009 
Art. 1 Art.4 p.13 Art. 4.2 
                                                
312 The original document could not be located. In its place is a copy of the Economic and Social Council’s declaration from 1985 which gives reference 
to the creation of the fund (UN 1985, 501).   
313 Note that this is an update of the programme of action for the period 2006-2010. This earlier version is not included for duplication purposes and 
does not affect the overall outcome as it is also within the 2000s.  
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Declaration of the second 
ministerial conference on 
DRR 
2010 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 AU 2010a 
Preamble 
XIV 
Art. 3, 
11,12 
OAS Inter-American Convention 
on DRM 
1991 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 OAS 1991 
Miami Plan of Action 1994 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.00 0.10 0.55 SOA 1994 
Preamble; 
Art. 20 
Art. 20 Art. 20 Art. 
20 
AG/RES. 1327 (XXV-0/95) 1995 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.40 OAS 1995a 
Preamble; 
Art.I 
Art. VI Art. III 
AG/RES. 1682 (XXIX-O/99) 1999 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 OAS 1999 
AG/RES,1885(XXXII-0/02) 2002 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.55 OAS 2002 
Preamble Art. 5; 7 Art. 5(c) 
Declaration on Security in 
the Americas 
2003 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 OAS 2003a 
Art.II(4L);II
I(39) 
Art. III(39) 
AG/RES,2114(XXXV-0/05)  2005 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 OAS 2005b 
Preamble Art. 2; 
4(a,c,d) 
AG/RES. 2165 (XXXVI-
O/06) 
 
2006 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.00 0.10 0.55 OAS 2006a 
Preamble Art. 3; 6 Art.1-3 Art.1;
2 
AG/RES,2184(XXXVI-0/06) 2006 0.20 0.20 0.05314 0.00 0.00 0.45 OAS 2006c 
Preamble Art. 2(b); 
4;11 
Art. 2(a); 7 
Inter-American Program for 
Sustainable Development 
(PIDS) 2006-2009 
2006 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.50 OAS 2006b 
3.3 3.3(b) 3.3(ci) 
AG/RES. 2314 (XXXVII-
0/07) 
2007 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.55 OAS 2007b 
Preamble Art.3 Preamble 
AG/RES. 2372 (XXXVIII-
O/08) 
2008 0.20315 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.10 0.65 OAS 2008a 
Art.6;11 Art. 5;8316 Art.3 
                                                
314 A low score was given on operational capacity as both instances referred to the need for, rather than the creation of, operational capacities.  
315 Awareness is not explicitly stated, but assumed from the general purpose of the document.  
316 The OAS is using the WHI as a vehicle for the OAS to actively respond to natural disasters. Because this is not entirely in the remit of OAS a value of 
1.5 is awarded. 
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AG/RES. 2492 (XXXIX-
0/09 
2009 0.20317 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 OAS 2009 
Art. 2; 3 
AG(RES. 2610 (XL-0/10) 2010 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 OAS 2010b 
Preamble Preamble; 
Art. 6 
AG/RES. 2647 (XLI-O/11) 2011 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.00 0.65 OAS 2011b 
 Preamble Art. 1; 4 Preamble; Art. 5(d; 
e) 
Art. 4(f) 
ECO Baku Declaration 2006 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 ECO 2006 
Preamble; 
Art. xi 
ECO-ISDR MoU 2007 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 ECO 2007 
Preamble Art. 3.2 
ECO-RCRM318 2007 0.10 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.35 ECO 2008b 
Tehran Declaration 2009 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 ECO 2009 
Art. XXXIV Art. 
XXXIV 
Istanbul Declaration 2010 0.20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 ECO 2010a 
Art. XXIV Art.XXIV 
 
 
                                                
317 While not explicitly stated, the content of the document clearly acknowledges the need for further cooperation on DRM. 
318 No official document could be located for the establishment of the ECO-RCRM. According to the World Meteorological Organization the ECO-
RCRM was created in collaboration with ECO and the Iran Meteorological Organization (WMO 2010). Also see the ECO-RCRM website (ECO 2008b).  
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Explanatory Note. As explained in chapter 3, p. 51, each qualitative anchor repre-
sents a feature of regional DRM cooperation. Each feature – from the left to the right 
of the column – resembles the perceived cumulative cost to the state for cooperating 
on DRM. The following specifies the extent to which a full value of 0.2 is given for 
each feature of DRM.  
A value of 0.2 will be given to any regional organization that formally acknowl-
edges the need to cooperate. This determines the level of awareness. A formal 
agreement is an official statement, agreement or declaration that is signed at the 
executive level (heads of state). If an agreement is formulated below the executive 
level a value of 0.1 is awarded. When these acknowledgments are complemented by 
specific instances of cooperating on the exchange of information a further value of 
0.2 can be added. Examples of information sharing include the formation of a net-
work of national emergency management practitioners (cf. European Commission 
1994), encouraging education initiatives from primary education to fostering expert 
exchanges across countries, regular DRM conferences, as well as commissioned 
studies, surveys and risk mapping. If, on the other hand, only one or two initiatives 
are planned a value of 0.1 or 0.05 is awarded.  
In order to receive a value of 0.2 for operational capacity the DRM document 
must not only make a reference to all four dimensions of DRM – prevention, prepar-
edness, response and recovery – but must also state specific provisions for the ac-
complishment of the task. This can include, the establishment of simulation or desk-
top exercises, a centre for research, and a hub for the management of transboundary 
crises that can include inter- and intra-regional requests for assistance. When there 
are only one or two low-cost provisions, a value of 0.15 is given, and when there are 
no provisions but reference to the four dimensions of DRM a value of 0.1 is given. 
Note that when the generally accepted components of DRM are not explicitly stated, 
yet operational mechanisms were clearly presented, a value of 0.2 is awarded.  
The value of standardization is divided into two components according to the 
perceived level of costs to the member state. First, a value of 0.1 is awarded to re-
gional organizations that address the need to harmonize information, such a creat-
ing common transboundary risk maps for flooding or workshops on harmonizing 
national emergency response institutions (cf. ASEAN 2005, CARICOM 2007). The 
agreements ought to be specific on standardizing practices across countries. A full 
value of 0.2 is awarded to regional organizations that engage in interoperability at 
the operational level, which requires a higher degree of coordination and coopera-
tion between countries (cf. European Council 2007).  
Pooling assets is also divided into two separate indicators. The lesser of the two is 
based on the idea of pooling resources that can be made available in the event of a 
disaster. An example is the pre-registering of national capacities that can be used in 
the event of a transboundary disaster (cf. European Commission 1994, European 
Council 2007). If this is explicitly agreed to, a value of 0.1 can be awarded. If mem-
ber states agree to include standing regional assets, such as regional stockpiles of 
vaccinations, fire fighting equipment or stand-by forces, a further value of 0.1 can be 
given. 
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6.4. Intra-regional trade share 
Table 6.5 Per cent of intra-regional trade in ASEAN, LAS, EU, CARICOM, Mer-
cosur, PIF, SADC, AU, OAS and ECO: 1970-2008 
Regional Organization Per cent of intra-regional trade share  
 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2008 
EU 56 57 64 64 
ASEAN 16 17 20 24 
PIF 10 9 10 9 
CARICOM 8 6 12 13 
MERCOSUR 8 9 19 16 
SADC 4 6 6 14 
LAS 6 6 8 9 
AU 4 3 9 13 
OAS 47 44 49 50 
ECO 2 7 4 5 
Source: UNU-CRIS RIKS (2011); authors own calculations 
 
Explanatory Note. These figures are taken from the UNU-CRIS RIKS database that 
organizes the per cent of intra-regional trade share according to regional organiza-
tions. The raw intra-regional trade data from UNU-CRIS RIKS is presented annually. 
In order to recognize broader patterns over a longer period of time the average figure 
from each decade is calculated.  
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6.5. Country-specific coefficient of variation of regional estimated economic damages 
Table 6.6 Estimated economic damages and its coefficient of variation in EU, ASEAN, PIF, CARICOM, Mercosur, SADC, LAS, AU, OAS 
and ECO: 1970-2009 (USD, 000) 319 
Regional Organization Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
EU320 Poland n.a n.a n.a 250,000 
 Portugal321 n.a n.a 202,300 4,718,136 
 Bulgaria n.a n.a n.a 2,454 
 Hungary n.a n.a n.a 58,000 
 Czech Rep n.a n.a n.a 350,000 
 Denmark 0 250,000 3,546,639 1,400,000 
 Estonia n.a n.a n.a 130,000 
 France 0 4,759,500 17,708,800 10,763,400 
 Ireland 0 0 710,000 2,750 
 Latvia n.a n.a n.a 325,000 
 Sweden n.a n.a 160,000 2,800,000 
 Norway n.a n.a n.a 130,000 
 Slovakia n.a n.a n.a 383,300 
 Slovenia n.a n.a n.a 407,000 
 UK 1,000 1,646,500 9,310,480 18,809,200 
                                                
319 Note that while Iceland, Norway, and Croatia are not members of the EU they are included in the last decade under investigation (2000-2007) be-
cause they are subsidiary members and active participants in EU community mechanism for civil protection. 
320 Finland, Iceland, Romania, Cyprus, and Malta show no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT. 
321 The estimated economic costs from the Azores were added to this figure. 
Annex 
 
 
238 
Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
EU Austria n.a n.a 253,770 5,005,000 
 Belgium 0 50,000 1,257,986 455,000 
 Croatia n.a n.a n.a 350,000 
 Germany 2,302,000 950,000 10,256,130 25,102,000 
 Lithuania n.a n.a n.a 255,573 
 Luxembourg 0 0 390,000 0 
 Greece n.a 1,995,000 7,345,400 2,698,659 
 Italy 4,588,100 22,668,700 18,118,410 18,949,452 
 Netherlands 0 0 3,542,700 950,000 
 Spain322 n.a 1,666,000 9,728,012 6,595,208 
Total 
 
6,891,100 33,985,700 82,530,627 100,890,132 
SD 
 
1623018 6178650 6315947 6510901 
CV 
 
211,97 236,34 114,79 193,60 
ASEAN323 Brunei n.a 0 2,000 0 
 Cambodia n.a n.a 500 214,100 
 Indonesia 290,750 432,888 10,595,552 12,573,237 
 Lao PD n.a n.a 0 101,000 
 Malaysia 37,000 11,500 355,000 1,501,000 
 Myanmar n.a n.a 0 4,500,688 
 Philippines 1,156,431 1,640,830 3,280,608 22,08,031 
 Thailand 445,000 1,109,646 2,811,488 2,101,613 
 Vietnam n.a n.a 2,177,020 5,055,205 
                                                
322 The estimated economic costs from the Canary Islands are added to this figure. 
323 EM-DAT displays no figures for estimated economic damages for Suriname. 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
ASEAN Total 
 
1,929,181 3,194,864 3,314,091 28254874 
SD 
 
468218 694257 1922216 3882510 
CV 
 
121,35 130,38 172.41 137.41 
ECO 
Afghanistan 52,000 269,000 
1990-1992 1993-1999324 
25,110 60,000 24,010 
 Iran Islam Rep 59,000 2,753,000 8,743,100 8,722,730 1,155,866 
 Pakistan 1,169,755 5,000 11,000 1,350,166 7,536,648 
 Kazakhstan n.a n.a n.a 39,532 139,162 
 Kyrgyzstan n.a n.a n.a 201,400 4,360 
 Tajikistan n.a n.a n.a 545,454 1,046,670 
 Turkmenistan n.a n.a n.a 99870 0 
 Uzbekistan n.a n.a n.a 0 50,000 
 Azerbaijan n.a n.a n.a 46,200 165,000 
 Turkey 117,600 950,000 305,300 22,876,000 867,000 
Total 
 
1,398,355 3,977,000 9,119,400 33,905,362 10,989,816 
SD 
 
547568.06 1238246.44 4310756.415 7353119.636 2308352.741 
CV 
 
156.6320 124.5407 
189.0807  216.8718 
210.0447 202.98 
AU325 Algeria 40,000 5,202,000 61,829 5,701,017 
 Angola 0 0 0 10,000 
                                                
324 The decade from 1990-1999 is split between the expansion of ECO from Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan to Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmeni-
stan, Uzbekistan, and Azerbaijan. This division is arguably warranted, as it is a particularly large increase in the composition of the regional group.  
325 Member states that show no figures for estimated economic damages on EM-DAT for the time period include Burundi, Cote d'Ivoire, Equatorial 
Guinea, Gabon, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Lesotho, Mali, and Sao Tome et Principe. 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
AU Benin 200 5,451 3,315 0 
 Botswana 2,050 0 0 5,000 
 Burkina Faso 0 0 0 150,000 
 Cameroon 1,500 0 1,700 0 
 Cape Verde Is 0 3,000 0 0 
 Central African Rep 0 125 0 0 
 Chad 0 157 0 1,000 
 Comoros 0 42,804 0 0 
 Congo 0 0 59 0 
 Djibouti 2,500 1,100 2,119 0 
 Egypt 14,000 0 1,342,000 0 
 Eritrea n.a n.a 5,165 0 
 Ethiopia 76,000 0 22,300 9,400 
 Gambia  200 0 0 0 
 Ghana 100 0 33,500 0 
 Kenya 11,500 0 11,800 100,538 
 Liberia 0 0 47,000 0 
 Libyan Arab Jamah 0 0 42,200 0 
 Madagascar 419,820 925,000 63,700 709,000 
 Malawi 0 28,000 24,089 7,700 
 Mauritania 25,500 0 0 0 
 Mauritius 375,000 60,973 310,400 50,000 
 Morocco 30,100 0 n.a n.a 
 Mozambique 118,500 75,500 76,950 650,200 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
AU Namibia n.a n.a 51,000 8,490 
 Niger 1,000 10,200 0 0 
 Nigeria 0 79,103 66,500 12,422 
 Rwanda 0 0 0 9 
 Senegal 302,000 1,406 0 40,979 
 Seychelles 0 0 1,700 30,000 
 Sierra Leone 3,600 0 0 0 
 Somalia 0 0 0 100,020 
 South Africa n.a n.a 226,460 866,305 
 Sudan 25,000 0 40,200 486,000 
 Swaziland 0 54,152 1,739 50 
 Tanzania Uni Rep 3,000 0 3,790 0 
 Togo 500 0 0 0 
 Tunisia 5,000 90,000 242,800 0 
 Uganda 0 0 72,600 71 
 Zaire/Congo Dem Rep 0 0 0 16,000 
 Zambia 200 0 20,700 0 
 Zimbabwe n.a 2,500,000 50,000 277,700 
Total 
 
1,457,270 9,078,971 2,825,615 9,231,901 
SD 
 
89991 823024 192559 803183 
CV 
 
305.94 444.19 354.37 452.40 
OAS326 Antigua and Barbuda n.a 80,000 450,000 0 
                                                
326 Suriname shows no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007. 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
OAS Argentina 105,000 3,930,000 2,752,000 2,268,210 
 Bahamas n.a 0 700,400 1,850,000 
 Barbados 500 101,500 0 5,200 
 Belize n.a n.a 550 552,004 
 Bolivia 20,500 1,464,000 670,000 847,000 
 Brazil 3,343,200 4,298,000 755,800 4,317,370 
 Canada n.a n.a 5,254,100 1,860,000 
 Chile 255,700 1,695,200 897,060 456,900 
 Colombia 167,250 14,68,400 1,967,669 20,000 
 Costa Rica 30,200 70,000 694,890 327,000 
 Dominica 44,650 22,000 195,000 20,000 
 Ecuador 8,570 1,747,100 798,000 1,181,475 
 El Salvador 0 1,780,000 560,610 3,192,600 
 Grenada 4,700 5,300 5,500 889,000 
 Guatemala 1,002,500 105,000 759,500 1,002,550 
 Guyana n.a n.a 29,000 634,100 
 Haiti 959 491,286 230,100 102,520 
 Honduras 561,000 101,000 4,055,900 255,079 
 Jamaica 1,700 1,176,640 45,000 1,378,215 
 Martinique 81,000 68,000 160,010 300,000 
 Mexico 254,300 4,954,800 7,737,810 13,299,600 
 Nicaragua 847,380 756,000 1,122,022 3,050 
 Panama 15,050 60,350 17,050 18,800 
 Paraguay 50 82,000 6,687 30,820 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
OAS Peru 592,500 1,021,000 349,000 900,050 
 St Kitts and Nevis n.a 46,500 638,400 0 
 St Lucia n.a 1,089,280 0 40,500 
 St Vincent and The Grenadines n.a 26,600 0 16,000 
 Suriname n.a 0 0 0 
 Trinidad and Tobago 5,000 0 25,127 1,000 
 United States 11,556,000 35,362,570 156,010,150 344,251,790 
 Uruguay 0 0 255,000 70,000 
 Venezuela 0 6,800 3,245,500 54,000 
 Virgin Is (US) 0 21,800 1,216,000 0 
Total 
 
18,897,709 62,031,126 191,603,835 380,144,833 
SD 
 
2195544 6332246 26247767 58058285 
CV 
 
336.92 316.69 465.84 520.14 
SADC327 Angola 0 0 0 10,000 
 Botswana 2,050 0 0 5,000 
 Namibia n.a n.a 51,000 8,490 
 South Africa n.a n.a 226,460 866,305 
 Swaziland 0 54,152 1,739 50 
 Madagascar n.a n.a n.a 305,000 
 Malawi 0 28,000 24,089 7,700 
 Mauritius n.a n.a 175,000 50,000 
 Mozambique 118,500 75,500 76,950 650,200 
                                                
327 Member states that show no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007 include Lesotho and the DRC. 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
SADC Seychelles n.a n.a 1,700 30,000 
 Tanzania 3,000 0 3,790 0 
 Zambia 200 0 20,700 0 
 Zimbabwe 0 2,500,000 50,000 277,700 
Total 
 
123,750 2,657,652 631,428 2,210,445 
SD 
 
35585 749487 70972 270093 
CV 
 
316.32 310.21 157.36 183.28 
PIF328 Australia 2,850,792 8,402,834 7,154,693 10,333,454 
 Cook Is 0 25,000 0 0 
 Fiji 23,500 219,507 142,100 128,699 
 Micronesia Fed States 0 6,000 0 500 
 New Zealand 2,466 249,800 226,500 534,500 
 Niue 0 0 0 40,000 
 Papua New Guinea 1,750 16,025 162,228 0 
 Samoa 0 78,750 478,000 151,500 
 Solomon Is 0 20,000 0 0 
 Tonga 2,800 22,300 2,500 60,800 
 Vanuatu 0 199,000 6,000 0 
Total 
 
2,881,308 9,239,216 8,172,021 11,249,453 
SD 
 
712213 2088550 1776552 2571658 
CV 
 
395.49 361.68 347.83 365.76 
Mercosur Argentina 105,000 3,930,000 2,752,000 2,268,210 
                                                
328 Member states that show no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007 include Tuvalu, Palau, Nauru, Kiri-
bati, and the Marshall Islands. 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
Mercosur Brazil 3,343,200 4,298,000 755,800 4,317,370 
 Paraguay 50 82,000 6,687 30,820 
 Uruguay 0 0 255,000 70,000 
Total 
 
3,448,250 8,310,000 3,769,487 6,686,400 
SD 
 
1654831 2356579 1246000 2050473 
CV 
 
191.96 113.43 132.22 122.67 
CARICOM Antigua and Barbuda 0 80,000 450,000 0 
 Bahamas n.a 0 700,400 1,850,000 
 Dominica 44,650 22,000 195,000 20,000 
 Grenada 4,700 5,300 5,500 889,000 
 Haiti n.a n.a n.a 102,500 
 Jamaica 1,700 1,176,640 45,000 1,378,215 
 St Lucia 0 1,089,280 0 40,500 
 St Vincent and The Grenadines 0 26,600 0 16,000 
 Trinidad and Tobago 5,000 0 25,127 1,000 
 Barbados 500 101,500 0 5,200 
 Montserrat 0 240,000 28,000 0 
 St Kitts and Nevis 0 46,500 638,400 0 
 Belize 10,000 0 5,000 552,004 
 
Guyana 200 0 29,000 634,100 
Total 
 
66,750 2,787,820 2,121,427 5,488,519 
SD 
 
12694 413406 251383 586981 
CV 
 
228.21 192.78 165.90 160.42 
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Regional Organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 
LAS329 Algeria 40,000 5,202,000 61,829 5,701,017 
 Egypt 14,000 0 1,342,000 0 
 Libyan Arab Jamah 0 0 42,200 0 
 Morocco 30,100 0 964,000 603,059 
 Sudan 25,000 0 40,200 486,000 
 Tunisia 5,000 90,000 242,800 0 
 Iraq 0 0 0 1,300 
 Jordan 0 0 401,000 0 
 Lebanon 0 10,000 155,000 0 
 Oman 0 0 0 3,951,000 
 Saudi Arabia 0 450,000 0 900,000 
 Syrian Arab Rep 39,000 0 0 0 
 Yemen 12,700 3,105,400 1,211,500 400,000 
 Djibouti 2,500 1100 2,119 0 
 Mauritania 25,500 0 0 0 
 Somalia 0 0 0 100,020 
Total 
 
193,800 8,858,500 4,462,648 121,42,396 
SD 
 
41645 1287986 410792 1430786 
CV   236.38 305.33 202.51 259.23 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b 
 
                                                
329 Member states that show no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007 include Bahrain, Kuwait, Palestine 
(West Bank), Qatar, United Arab Emirates, and Comoros.   
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Explanatory Note.  The estimated economic damages from natural disasters per 
member state of each regional organization are displayed in Table 6.6. Only those 
member states that were affected, or that are members of the regional organizations 
displayed above, are placed in the Table. Those that are not included are listed in the 
corresponding footnotes. SD is the Standard Deviation and CV is the Coefficient of 
Variation. The SD is divided by the mean to produce the coefficient of variation (CV). 
The SD is helpful for showing the distribution of economic costs within a region in 
relation to the mean: the larger the SD the wider the distribution. The CV expresses 
the ratio of the SD to the mean, which provides for a more coherent comparison be-
tween regions as the CV does not rely on a single mean (cf. UCLA 2012). Note also 
that the figures are not adjusted for inflation as the difference between, rather than 
the value of, the figures is important. The abbreviation ‘n.a’ is reflective of countries 
that are not yet members of a regional organization.  
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6.6. Country-specific intra-regional power disparities 
Table 6.7 Country-specific intra-regional power disparaties* 
Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007
% eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
ASEAN Brunei 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 
 Cambodia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.7 0.5 
 Indonesia 15.1 40.1 604.2 13.5 39.4 534.5 55.1 30.3 1667.5 44.5 32.9 1465.
4 
Lao P Dem Rep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.1 
 Malaysia 1.9 14.0 26.8 0.4 14.0 5.0 1.8 13.9 25.7 5.3 14.9 79.0 
 Myanmar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.9 0.0 0.0 
 Philippines 59.9 19.4 1165.5 51.4 15.6 799.7 17.1 12.4 211.9 7.8 11.8 92.5 
 Singapore 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 8.8 0.0 0.0 13.6 0.0 0.0 13.4 0.0 
 Thailand 23.1 19.8 455.7 34.7 20.5 710.5 14.6 24.6 360.0 7.4 19.2 143.0 
 Vietnam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.3 3.5 39.4 17.9 5.8 104.4 
Total   2252.3 2049.7 2304.6 1884.9 
EU330 Poland n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.2 2.3 0.6 
 Portugal n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.2 1.3 0.3 4.7 1.4 6.4 
 Bulgaria n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.2 0.0 
 Hungary n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.1 0.7 0.0 
 Czech Rep n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 0.9 0.3 
                                                 
330 Malta shows no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007. 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi 
EU Denmark 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.7 2.2 1.6 4.3 2.0 8.5 1.4 1.8 2.5 
 Estonia n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.1 0.1 0.0 
 Finland n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
 France 0.0 22.6 0.0 14.0 20.2 283.5 21.5 17.3 372.2 10.7 15.2 161.8 
 Ireland 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.0 1.4 0.0 
 Iceland** n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Latvia n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 0.1 0.0 
 Sweden n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.2 3.1 0.6 2.8 2.6 7.3 
 Norway** n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.1 2.1 0.3 
 Romania n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.8 0.0 
 Slovakia n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.4 0.4 0.2 
 Slovenia n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.4 0.3 0.1 
United Kingdom 0.0 15.6 0.2 4.8 16.7 80.7 11.3 14.7 166.0 18.6 15.6 290.7 
 Austria n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 2.5 0.8 5.0 2.2 10.8 
 Belgium 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.1 3.3 0.5 1.5 3.0 4.6 0.5 2.7 1.2 
 Croatia** n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 0.3 0.1 
 Germany 33.4 32.2 1075.9 2.8 27.0 75.6 12.5 26.1 325.5 24.9 20.0 496.6 
 Lithuania n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 0.2 0.0 
 Luxembourg 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 
 Greece n.a n.a n.a 5.9 1.6 9.3 8.9 1.5 13.1 2.7 1.7 4.6 
 Italy 66.6 14.4 959.9 66.7 16.1 1076.8 22.0 14.5 318.2 18.8 12.6 236.3 
 Cyprus n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Netherlands 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 4.3 4.5 19.4 0.9 4.6 4.3 
 Spain n.a n.a n.a 4.9 6.9 33.8 11.8 7.1 83.6 6.5 7.9 51.9 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
EU Total   2036.6   1561.8   1313.6   1276.1 
LAS331 Algeria 20.6 10.3 212.9 58.7 13.7 805.2 1.4 9.4 13.1 47.0 8.5 398.5 
 Egypt 7.2 7.8 56.6 0.0 8.1 0.0 30.1 11.8 354.4 0.0 9.7 0.0 
Libyan Arab Jamah 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 5.8 5.5 0.0 4.0 0.0 
 Morocco 15.5 5.8 90.4 0.0 4.3 0.0 21.6 6.3 136.1 5.0 5.2 25.8 
 Sudan 12.9 3.3 42.4 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.9 2.1 1.9 4.0 2.6 10.5 
 Tunisia 2.6 2.6 6.8 1.0 2.3 2.3 5.4 3.4 18.5 0.0 2.8 0.0 
 Bahrain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 
 Iraq 0.0 10.7 0.0 0.0 10.6 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 
 Jordan 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 9.0 1.2 11.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 
 Kuwait 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 
 Lebanon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.1 3.5 2.1 7.2 0.0 2.0 0.0 
 Oman 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 32.5 2.8 90.6 
Palestine (West Bank) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 
 Qatar 0.0 30.9 0.0 0.0 30.9 0.0 0.0 27.8 0.0 0.0 25.3 0.0 
 Saudi Arabia 0.0 1.6 0.0 5.1 1.7 8.6 0.0 1.7 0.0 7.4 4.3 32.2 
Syrian Arab Rep 20.1 3.9 78.3 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 
United Arab Emirates 0.0 12.8 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 12.7 0.0 0.0 15.8 0.0 
 Yemen 6.6 0.0 0.0 35.1 0.0 0.0 27.1 1.1 31.0 3.3 1.4 4.7 
 Djibouti 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Mauritania 13.2 0.3 3.7 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 
 Somalia 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 
Total    491.1   816.2   578.7   562.2 
                                                
331 Comoros shows no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007. 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
OAS332 Antigua and 
Barbuda 
n.a n.a n.a 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.00 
 Argentina 0.6 2.6 1.4 6.3 2.0 12.4 1.4 2.6 3.7 0.6 1.39 0.83 
 Bahamas n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.05 0.02 
 Barbados 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.02 0.00 
 Belize n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.01 0.00 
 Bolivia 0.1 0.1 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.07 0.02 
 Brazil 17.7 6.1 107.5 6.9 5.7 39.5 0.4 6.5 2.6 1.1 5.94 6.75 
 Canada n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 2.7 6.3 17.4 0.5 6.70 3.28 
 Chile 1.4 0.6 0.9 2.7 0.5 1.3 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.71 0.09 
 Colombia 0.9 0.7 0.6 2.4 0.8 1.8 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.94 0.00 
 Costa Rica 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.13 0.01 
 Dominica 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00 
 Ecuador 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.8 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.22 0.07 
 El Salvador 0.0 0.1 0.0 2.9 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.11 0.09 
 Grenada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.00 0.00 
 Guatemala 5.3 0.2 1.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.17 0.05 
 Guyana n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.01 0.00 
 Haiti 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.03 0.00 
 Honduras 3.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.06 0.00 
 Jamaica 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.07 0.02 
 Martinique 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.00 0.00 
                                                
332 St Vincent and the Grenadines shows no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007. 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
OAS Mexico 1.3 3.7 5.0 8.0 3.8 30.0 4.0 3.9 15.7 3.5 5.08 17.78 
 Nicaragua 4.5 0.1 0.3 1.2 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.03 0.00 
 Panama 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.10 0.00 
 Paraguay 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.06 0.00 
 Peru 3.1 0.6 1.9 1.6 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.52 0.12 
St Kitts and Nevis n.a n.a n.a 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00 
 St Lucia n.a n.a n.a 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.00 
 Suriname n.a n.a n.a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.00 
Trinidad and Tobago 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.10 0.00 
United States 61.2 82.6 5049.5 57.0 84.1 4795.4 81.4 76.8 6252.9 90.6 76.2 6903.
8 
 Uruguay 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.13 0.00 
 Venezuela 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.7 0.7 1.2 0.0 1.08 0.02 
Virgin Is (US) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00 
Total    5168.4   4882.7   6295.0   6933.0 
AU Algeria 2.7 13.4 36.7 57.3 19.6 1121.0 2.2 10.2 22.2 61.8 10.7 662.5 
 Angola 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.1 3.9 0.4 
 Benin 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 
 Botswana 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 
 Burkina Faso 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.6 0.6 0.9 
 Burundi 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Cameroon 0.1 2.4 0.2 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.1 2.2 0.1 0.0 1.8 0.0 
Cape Verde Is 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Central African Rep 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
AU Chad 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 
 Comoros 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 Congo 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 
 Cote d'Ivoire 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 
 Djibouti 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Egypt 1.0 10.2 9.8 0.0 11.5 0.0 47.5 12.7 602.7 0.0 12.3 0.0 
Equatorial Guinea 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 
 Eritrea n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Ethiopia 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.8 2.0 1.6 0.1 1.6 0.2 
 Gabon 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 
 Gambia The 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Ghana 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 0.0 1.6 0.0 
 Guinea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 
Guinea Bissau 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Kenya 0.8 3.0 2.3 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.4 2.1 0.9 1.1 2.2 2.4 
Lesotho 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Liberia 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 1.7 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Libyan Arab Jamah 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 6.2 9.3 0.0 5.1 0.0 
 Madagascar 28.8 1.8 51.0 10.2 1.1 11.6 2.3 0.7 1.6 7.7 0.6 4.9 
 Malawi 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.9 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 
 Mali 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 
 Mauritania 1.7 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 
 Mauritius 25.7 0.3 8.5 0.7 0.5 0.3 11.0 0.8 8.5 0.5 0.7 0.4 
 Morocco 2.1 7.6 15.6 0.0 6.2 0.0 n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
AU Mozambique 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.2 1.0 2.7 0.6 1.7 7.0 0.7 4.9 
 Namibia n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 1.8 0.7 1.2 0.1 0.7 0.1 
 Niger 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 
 Nigeria 0.0 22.6 0.0 0.9 12.9 11.3 2.4 6.3 14.9 0.1 12.1 1.6 
 Rwanda 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 
Sao Tome et Principe 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 Senegal 20.7 1.7 34.8 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.4 0.9 0.4 
 Seychelles 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 
 Sierra Leone 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Somalia 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 
 South Africa n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 8.0 28.2 226.3 9.4 22.9 215.0 
 Sudan 1.7 4.3 7.3 0.0 4.5 0.0 1.4 2.3 3.3 5.3 3.3 17.4 
 Swaziland 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 
Tanzania Uni Rep 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.1 1.3 0.2 0.0 1.6 0.0 
 Togo 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 
 Tunisia 0.3 3.4 1.2 1.0 3.2 3.2 8.6 3.7 31.5 0.0 3.5 0.0 
 Uganda 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 2.6 1.0 2.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 
Zaire/Congo Dem Rep 0.0 8.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.2 0.8 0.1 
 Zambia 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.8 0.0 
 Zimbabwe n.a n.a n.a 27.5 2.6 72.2 1.8 1.6 2.8 3.0 0.6 1.9 
Total    168.4   1221.0   934.1   913.2 
SADC Angola 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.5 11.1 5.0 
 DRC 0.0 56.4 0.0 0.0 25.2 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 
 Botswana 1.7 2.1 3.4 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.2 2.9 0.7 
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Regional 
organization 
Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
SADC Lesotho 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 
 Namibia n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 8.1 1.7 13.7 0.4 2.1 0.8 
 South Africa n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 35.9 72.8 2611.0 39.2 64.9 2544.6 
 Swaziland 0.0 1.5 0.0 2.0 1.4 2.8 0.3 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.0 
 Madagascar  n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 13.8 1.8 24.9 
 Malawi 0.0 3.6 0.0 1.1 3.1 3.3 3.8 1.0 3.9 0.3 0.9 0.3 
 Mauritius n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 27.7 2.0 55.2 2.3 2.0 4.5 
 Mozambique 95.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 8.5 24.0 12.2 1.6 19.3 29.4 2.0 58.4 
 Seychelles n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 0.3 0.1 1.4 0.2 0.3 
 Tanzania 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.9 0.0 0.6 3.3 2.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 
 Zambia 0.2 14.2 2.3 0.0 8.0 0.0 3.3 1.8 6.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 
 Zimbabwe 0.0 21.3 0.0 94.1 18.1 1699.6 7.9 4.1 32.3 12.6 1.8 22.5 
Total    5.7   1729.8   2743.7   2662.1 
PIF333 Australia 98.9 85.0 8411.1 90.9 85.3 7759.5 87.6 85.5 7486.5 91.9 86.1 7908.5 
 Cook Is 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 Fiji 0.8 0.6 0.5 2.4 0.5 1.2 1.7 0.4 0.7 1.1 0.3 0.4 
 Marshall Is 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Micronesia Fed States 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 New Zealand 0.1 12.8 1.1 2.7 12.7 34.3 2.8 12.7 35.2 4.8 12.6 60.0 
 Niue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 
 Palau 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Papua New Guinea 0.1 1.4 0.1 0.2 1.2 0.2 2.0 1.0 2.1 0.0 0.7 0.0 
 Samoa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 0.2 1.3 0.1 0.1 
                                                
333 Nauru, Kiribati, and Tuvalu show no figures for estimated economic damages from EM-DAT from the period 1970-2007. 
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Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
PIF Solomon Is 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
 Tonga 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 
 Vanuatu 0.0 0.1 0.0 2.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Total    8412.8   7795.4   7524.7   7968.9 
Mercosur Argentina 3.0 28.8 87.7 47.3 24.7 1168.5 73.0 27.7 2025.3 33.9 18.5 628.8 
 Brazil 97.0 68.2 6608.3 51.7 72.1 3731.1 20.1 69.4 1391.9 64.6 79.0 5101.4 
 Paraguay 0.0 0.9 0.0 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.2 0.8 0.1 0.5 0.8 0.3 
 Uraguay 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 6.8 2.0 13.7 1.0 1.7 1.8 
Total    6696.0   4900.7   3431.0   5732.3 
CARICOM Antigua and 
Barbuda 
0 1.36 0 2.9 1.5 4.3 21.2 2.4 51.0 0 2.1 0 
 Bahamas n.a n.a n.a 0.0 15.0 0.0 33.0 18.5 612.0 33.7 15.0 505.1 
 Dominica 66.9 0.74 49.2 0.8 0.7 0.6 9.2 1.0 9.5 0.4 0.8 0.3 
 Grenada 7.0 1.16 8.2 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.3 1.3 0.3 16.2 1.3 21.4 
 Haiti n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 1.9 9.1 17.0 
 Jamaica 2.5 40.78 103.9 42.2 21.9 924.4 2.1 28.2 59.8 25.1 22.3 561.2 
 St Lucia 0.0 0.18 0.0 39.1 1.4 55.3 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.7 1.8 1.3 
St Vincent and The Grena-
dines 
0.0 0.58 0.0 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.3 1.1 0.3 
Trinidad and Tobago 7.5 39.30 294.4 0.0 43.6 0.0 1.2 26.1 31.0 0.0 31.0 0.6 
 Barbados 0.7 6.67 5.0 3.6 8.5 31.1 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.1 6.1 0.6 
 Monstrerrat 0.0 0.00 0.0 8.6 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
St Kitts and Nevis 0.0 0.49 0.0 1.7 0.6 1.0 30.1 1.1 32.4 0.0 1.1 0.0 
 Belize 15.0 1.72 25.8 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.2 2.8 0.7 10.1 2.2 22.4 
 Guyana 0.3 7.04 2.1 0.0 3.3 0.0 1.4 2.6 3.6 11.6 2.4 27.3 
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Country 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2007 
  % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. % eco. 
dam. 
% R-
GDP 
Multi. 
CARICOM Suriname 0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 
Total    488.5   1017.5   800.2   1157.5 
ECO Afghanistan 3.7 2.3 8.7 6.8 1.5 9.9 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.2 
Iran Islam Rep 4.2 44.5 187.6 69.2 54.8 3791.8 60.8 24.9 1514.5 10.5 23.0 241.5 
 Pakistan 83.7 11.9 996.4 0.1 13.0 1.6 2.1 14.4 29.6 68.6 12.7 869.6 
 Kazakhstan n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.1 5.9 0.3 1.3 7.2 9.2 
 Kyrgyzstan n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 
 Tajikistan n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.8 0.4 0.3 9.5 0.3 2.8 
Turkmenistan n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 
 Uzbekistan n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.5 2.0 0.9 
 Azerbaijan n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.1 1.3 0.1 1.5 2.2 3.3 
 Turkey 8.4 41.3 347.3 23.9 30.9 738.3 35.4 48.2 1706.9 7.9 50.4 397.7 
Total    1539.9   4541.6   3252.1   1525.2 
Source: EM-DAT 2011b; World Bank 2012.  
* % eco. dam. = per cent of economic damages; R-GDP = Regional GDP; Multi. = Multiplication  
** Note that while Iceland, Norway and Croatia are not members of the EU they are included in the last decade (2000-2007) because they are subsidiary 
members and active participants in EU community mechanism for civil protection. 
 
Explanatory Note. The figures represented in Table 6.6 depict the calculations made for establishing the level of power disparities for each 
regional organization. This is achieved by calculating the percentage of regional GDP (per member state) and multiplying this with the 
percentage of regional estimated economic damages (per member state). The higher the number, the higher the concentration of total re-
gional GDP and estimated economic damages in a single country. The GDP statistics are sourced from the World Bank database and the 
estimated economic damages are sourced from EM-DAT. For more on this see Chapter 3, p.100. The abbreviation ‘n.a’ is reflective of 
countries that are not yet members of a regional organization.  
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6.7. Change in the explanatory condititions over time 
Table 6.8 Fuzzy-value comparison: increase in the explanatory values from nascent to advanced regional DRM cooperation 
 
Regional Organization fv STI fv EXP fv ASY fv IPD 
 1970s 2000s % 1970s 2000s % 1970s 2000s % 1970s 2000s % 
EU 0.66 0.89 34.9 0.12 0.08 -33.3 0.72 0.69 -4.2 0.36 0.18 -50.0 
ASEAN 0.88 0.87 -1.1 0.99 0.20 -79.8 0.55 0.58 5.5 0.42 0.32 -23.8 
PIF 0.87 0.91 4.6 0.96 0.10 -89.6 0.92 0.90 -2.2 0.96 0.95 -1.0 
CARICOM 0.95 0.97 2.1 0.27 1.00 270.4 0.75 0.63 -16.0 0.07 0.16 128.6 
Mercosur 0.82 0.95 15.9 0.87 0.08 -90.8 0.69 0.55 -20.3 0.90 0.85 -5.6 
SADC 0.65 0.96 47.7 0.16 0.07 -56.25 0.86 0.67 -22.1 0.04 0.52 1200 
LAS 0.16 0.66 312.5 0.34 0.10 -70.6 0.76 0.79 4.0 0.08 0.08 0.0 
AU 0.06 0.92 1433.3 0.25 0.12 -52.0 0.85 0.95 11.8 0.05 0.12 140 
OAS  0.83 0.88 6.02 0.34 0.16 -52.9 0.88 0.97 10.2 0.81 0.91 12.4 
ECO 0.02 0.66 3200 0.94 0.12 -87.2 0.62 0.72 16.1 0.23 0.23 0.0 
Total mean percentage change 505.6 -34.2 -1.7 140.0 
Total mean percentage change for ad-
vanced DRM* 
230.0 -20.6 -1.6 175.8 
Source: cf. Tables 3.3, 3.5, 3.7, 3.9* ECO and Mercosur excluded from analysis as they have are still more out than in the set of regional DRM.  
 
Explanatory Note. Table 6.9 depicts the per cent increase of the explanatory conditions from the 1970s and 2000s. These figures are 
based on the fuzzy values from chapter 3, p. 104.  
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6.8. Comparison of regional DRM definitions and key terms  
Table 6.9 Regional DRM framework definitions of key terms 
 
 EU ASEAN CARICOM SADC UNISDR 
Disaster ‘Major emergency: any situation 
which has or may have an ad-
verse impact on people, the 
environment or property and 
which may result in a call for 
assistance under the Mecha-
nism’ (European Council 
2007b). 
‘A serious disruption of 
the functioning of a 
community or a society 
causing widespread 
human, material, eco-
nomic or environmental 
losses’ (ASEAN 2005). 
‘[A] sudden event attributable 
directly and solely either to 
the operation of the forces of 
nature or to human interven-
tion or to both of them and 
characterised by widespread 
destruction of lives or proper-
ty accompanied by extensive 
dislocation of public services, 
but excluding events occa-
sioned by war, military con-
frontation or mismanagement’  
(CARICOM 1991). 
‘Disruption of functioning 
of society, causing wide-
spread human, material, 
environmental losses ex-
ceeding the ability of the 
affected society to cope 
using its own resources’ 
(SADC 2001a).  
‘A serious disruption of the func-
tioning of a community or a 
society causing widespread hu-
man, material, economic or envi-
ronmental losses which exceed 
the ability of the affected com-
munity or society to cope using 
its own resources’ (UNISDR 
2004b). 
Response ‘Any action taken under the 
Mechanism during or after a 
major emergency to address its 
immediate consequences’ (Eu-
ropean Council 2007b). 
‘The provision of assis-
tance or intervention 
during or immediately 
after a disaster to meet 
the life preservation and 
basic subsistence needs 
of those people affected. 
It can be of an immedi-
ate, short-term, or pro-
tracted duration’ (ASE-
AN 2011b). 
‘The provision of assistance or 
intervention during or imme-
diately after a disaster to meet 
the life preservation and basic 
subsistence needs of those 
people affected. It can be of an 
immediate, short-term, or 
protracted duration’ (CARI-
COM 2007). 
‘Activates implemented 
immediately prior to and 
following a disaster includ-
ing the activation of short 
as well as long-term disas-
ter preparedness 
measures’ (SADC 2001a).   
‘The provision of emergency 
services and public assistance 
during or immediately after a 
disaster in order to save lives, 
reduce health impacts, ensure 
public safety and meet the basic 
subsistence needs of the people 
affected’ (UNISDR 2009g). 
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Preparedness ‘A state of readiness and capa-
bility of human and material 
means enabling them to ensure 
an effective rapid response to 
an emergency, obtained as a 
result of action taken in ad-
vance’ (European Council 
2007b). 
- Not stated - ‘Activities and measures taken 
in advance to ensure effective 
response to the impact of 
hazards, including the issu-
ance of timely and effective 
early warnings and the tempo-
rary evacuation of people and 
property from threatened 
locations’  (CARICOM 2007). 
‘Measures to ensure readi-
ness and ability of society, 
government, communities 
and organizations to fore-
cast and take precaution-
ary measures in advance of 
imminent threat and to 
response rapidly and effec-
tively to disaster situa-
tions’ (SADC 2001a).  
‘Activities and measures taken in 
advance to ensure effective re-
sponse to the impact of hazards, 
including the issuance of timely 
and effective early warnings and 
the temporary evacuation of 
people and property from threat-
ened locations’ (UNISDR 
2004b). 
Early warn-
ing 
‘[T]he timely and effective pro-
vision of information that al-
lows action to be taken to avoid 
or reduce risks and ensure pre-
paredness for an effective re-
sponse’ (European Council 
2007b). 
‘The provision of timely 
and effective infor-
mation, through identi-
fied institutions, that 
allows individuals ex-
posed to a hazard to take 
action to avoid or reduce 
their risk and prepare for 
effective response’ 
(ASEAN 2011b). 
‘The provision of the means by 
which people or organizations, 
use available resources and 
abilities to face adverse con-
sequences that could lead to a 
disaster. In general, this in-
volves managing resources, 
both in normal times as well 
as during crises or adverse 
conditions. The strengthening 
of coping capacities usually 
builds resilience to withstand 
the effects of natural and 
human-induced hazards’  
(CARICOM 2007). 
- Not stated - ‘The provision of timely and 
effective information, through 
identified institutions, that al-
lows individuals exposed to a 
hazard to take action to avoid or 
reduce their risk and prepare for 
effective response’ (UNISDR 
2004b). 
Disaster Risk 
Management 
- Not stated - ‘The systematic process 
of using administrative 
decisions, organization, 
operational skills and 
capacities to implement 
policies, strategies and 
coping capacities of the 
society and communities 
to lessen the impacts of 
natural hazards and 
related environmental 
and technological disas-
‘The systematic process of 
using administrative deci-
sions, organization, opera-
tional skills and capacities to 
implement policies, strategies 
and coping capacities of the 
society and communities to 
lessen the impacts of natural 
hazards and related environ-
mental and technological 
disasters. This comprises all 
forms of activities, including 
‘Activates, decision and 
policies aimed at reducing 
the potential losses from 
hazards, assuring prompt 
and appropriate assistance 
to victims when necessary, 
and at achieving rapid and 
durable recovery’ (SADC 
2001a).  
‘The systematic process of using 
administrative decisions, organi-
zation, operational skills and 
capacities to implement policies, 
strategies and coping capacities 
of the society and communities 
to lessen the impacts of natural 
hazards and related environmen-
tal and technological disasters. 
This comprises all forms of activ-
ities, including structural and 
non-structural measures to avoid 
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ters. This comprises all 
forms of activities, in-
cluding structural and 
non-structural measures 
to avoid (prevention) or 
to limit (mitigation and 
preparedness) adverse 
effects of hazards’ (ASE-
AN 2011a) 
structural and non-structural 
measures to avoid (preven-
tion) or to limit (mitigation 
and preparedness) adverse 
effects of hazards’  (CARICOM 
2007). 
(prevention) or to limit (mitiga-
tion and preparedness) adverse 
effects of hazards’ (UNISDR 
2004b). 
Disaster Risk 
Reduction 
The conceptual framework of 
elements considered with the 
possibilities to minimize vul-
nerabilities and disaster risks 
throughout a society, to avoid 
(prevention) or to limit (mitiga-
tion and preparedness) the 
adverse impacts of hazards, 
within the broad context of 
sustainable development. (Eu-
ropean Commission 2008a, 5). 
‘A conceptual framework 
of elements considered 
with the possibilities to 
minimise vulnerabilities 
and disaster risks 
throughout a society, to 
avoid through preven-
tion or to limit through 
mitigation and prepar-
edness the adverse im-
pacts of hazards, within 
the broad context of 
sustainable development’ 
(ASEAN 2005). 
‘The conceptual framework of 
elements considered with the 
possibilities to minimize vul-
nerabilities and disaster risks 
throughout a society, to avoid 
(prevention) or to limit (miti-
gation and preparedness) the 
adverse impacts of hazards, 
within the broad context of 
sustainable development’  
(CARICOM 2007). 
‘A systematic development 
and applications of poli-
cies, strategies and prac-
tices to minimize vulnera-
bilities and disaster risk 
and avoid (prevent) or 
limit (mitigate and pre-
pare) the adverse impact 
of hazards within the 
broader context of sus-
tainable development’ 
(SADC 2001a). 
‘The conceptual framework of 
elements considered with the 
possibilities to minimize 
vulnerabilities and disaster risks 
throughout a society, to avoid 
(prevention) or to limit (mitiga-
tion and preparedness) the ad-
verse impacts of hazards, within 
the broad context of sustainable 
development’ (UNISDR 2004b). 
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6.9. Emergence of DRM organizations 
Table 6.10 Emergence of IGOs and INGOs in emergency and disaster relief: 1863-2010 
 
 
Source: Authors own calculations; data retrieved from the Yearbook of International Organizations 2010 
 
Explanatory note. Figure 6.2 is a graphic illustration of the number of DRM organizations that emerged from 1892 to 2009. The data was 
retrieved from the Yearbook of International Organizations. All conventional and nonconventional organizations were selected from the 
data base that appear under that key words ‘emergency’ or ‘disaster’. For more detail see chapter 4, p. 168. 
 
0"
5"
10"
15"
20"
25"
N
um
be
r'
of
'o
rg
an
iz
at
io
ns
'
Year'
Bibliography 
 
 
263 
7. Bibliography 
7.1. Secondary sources 
Abbot, K. W., et al., 2000. The Concept of Legalization. International Organization, 
54 (3), 401-419. 
Acharya, A., 2004. How Ideas Spread: Whose Norms Matter? Norm Localization and 
Institutional Change in Asian Regionalism. International Organization, 58 
(2), 239-275. 
Acharya, A., 2005. Do norms and identity matter? Community and power in South-
east Asia's regional order. The Pacific Review, 18 (1), 95-118.  
Acharya, A., and Johnston, A. I., 2007. Comparing regional Institutions: An Introduc-
tion. In: A. Acharya and A. I. Johnston, eds. Crafting cooperation: regional 
international institutions in comparative. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1-31. 
Adler, E. and Barnett, M., 1998. Security Communities. Cambridge; New York; Mel-
bourne; Madrid: Cambridge University Press. 
Adler, E. and Pouliot, V., 2011. International Practices. International Theory, 3 (1), 1-
36. 
Adler, E., 1997. Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politics. Euro-
pean Journal of International Relations, 3 (3), 319-363.  
Adler, E., 2002. Constructivism and International Relations. In: T. Risse, B. Simmons 
and W. Carlsnaes, eds. Handbook of International Relations. London; Cali-
fornia; India; Singapore: Sage Publications, 95-118. 
Aggarwal, V.K., 2009. The Dynamics of Trade Liberalization. In: H. Milner and A. 
Moravscik, eds. Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World Poli-
tics. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press, 164-185. 
Allison, G. and Zelikow, P., 1999. Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile 
Crisis. 2nd ed. New York: Longman.  
Allison, R., 2004. Regionalism, Regional Structures and Security Management in 
Central Asia. International Affairs, 80 (3), 463-483.  
Altay, N. and Green, W. G., 2006. OR/MS research in disaster operations manage-
ment. European Journal for Operational Research, 175, 475-493. 
Alter, K. J., 2012. The Global Spread of European Style International Courts. West 
European Politics, 35 (1), 135-154. 
Alvesson, M. and Sköldberg, K., 2009. Reflexive Methodology: New vistas for quali-
tative research. 2nd ed. Los Angeles; London; New Delhi; Singapore; Wash-
ington DC: Sage Pub. 
Aning, K., and Atuobi, S., 2009. Responsibility to Protect in Africa: An analysis of the 
African Union’s Peace and Security architecture. Global Responsibility to Pro-
tect, 1 (December), 90-113.  
Axelrod, R., 1997. The evolution of strategies in the iterated prisoner’s dilemma. In: 
C. Bicchieri; R. Jeffrey and B. Skyrms, eds. The Dynamics of Norms. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1-17. 
Bach, I. and Flinders, M., eds., 2004. Multi-level Governance. New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press. 
Badejo, D. L., 2008. The African Union. New York: Chelsea House.  
Bailes, A. J. and Cottey, A. A., 2006. Regional security cooperation in the early 21st 
century. In: SIPRI Yearbook 2006: Armaments, Disarmament and Interna-
Bibliography 
 
 
264 
tional Security. Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 
195-223. 
Baldwin, A. B., 1993. Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The contemporary debate. New 
York: Columbia University Press. 
Baldwin, D., 1997. The concept of security. Review of International Studies, 23 (1), 5–
26.  
Barett, S., 2007. Why Cooperate? The Incentive to Supply Global Public Goods. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.  
Beck, U. 2008. World at Risk. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Beck, U., 1992. Risk Society. New Delhi: Sage Pub. 
Beck, U., 1999. World Risk Society. Malden, MA; USA: Blackwell Pub. Inc. 
Beck, U., 2008. Reframing Power in the Globalized World. Organizational Studies, 
29 (5), 793-804 
Benson, C. and Clay, E. J., 2004. Understanding the Economic and Financial Im-
pacts of Natural Disasters. Washington, D. C.: The World Bank. 
Berg-Schlosser, D., et al., 2009. Qualitative comparative Analysis (QCA) as an Ap-
proach. In: B. Rihoux and C. Ragin, eds. Configurational Comparative Meth-
ods: Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) and Related Techniques. Los 
Angeles; London; New Delhi; Singapore: Sage, 1-18. 
Berger, P. L. and Luckmann, T., 1967. The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise 
in the Sociology of Knowledge. New York: Anchor Books, Random House.  
Berger, T., 1996. Norms, Identity, and National Security in Germany and Japan. In: P. 
Katzenstein, ed. The Culture of National Security. New York: Colombia Uni-
versity Press. 
Bergholt, D. and Lujala, P., 2012. Climate-related natural disasters, economic growth, 
and armed civil conflict. Journal of Peace Research, 49 (1), 147-162. 
Berkovitch, N. and Bradley, K., 1999. The Globalization of Women’s Status: Consen-
sus/Dissensus in the World Polity. Sociological Perspectives, 42 (3), 481-98. 
Berkovitch, N., 2003. Globalization of Human Rights and Women’s Rights: The State 
and World Polity. Theory and Critique, 23, 13-48. 
Best, E., 1997. Capacities for regional integration: Conceptual framework for compar-
ative analysis. In: M. O. Hösli and A. Saether, eds. Free trade agreements and 
customs unions: Experiences, challenges and constraints. TACIS/European 
Commission—EIPD, Maasttricht, 51–75. 
Best, R. E., 1975. New Direction in Sociological Theory? A Critical Note on Phenome-
nological Sociology and Its Antecedents. The British Journal of Sociology, 26 
(2), 133-143.  
Beukel, E., 2008. ASEAN and ARF in East Asia’s Security Architecture: The role of 
norms and powers. DIIS Report, 4, 1-48. 
Boås, M., Marchand, M. H. and Shaw, T., eds., 2003. New Regionalism in the New 
Millennium. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Boin, A. 2005a. Back to Nature? A reply to Stallings. In: R. W. Perry and E. L. Quar-
antelli, eds. What is a disaster? New answers to old questions. USA: Xlibris 
Corporation, 280-286. 
Boin, A. and Ekengren, M., 2009. Preparing for the World Risk Society: Towards a 
New Security Paradigm for the European Union. Journal of Contingencies 
and Crisis Management, 17 (4), 285-294.  
Boin, A. and Rhinard, M., 2008. Managing Transboundary Crises: What role for the 
European Union? International Studies Review, 10, 1-26.  
Boin, A. and t’ Hart, P., 2007. The Crisis Approach. In: H. Rodriguez, E. L. Quarantel-
li and R. R. Dynes, eds. Handbook of Disaster Research. New York: Springer, 
42-54. 
Bibliography 
 
 
265 
Boin, A. Ekengren, M. and Rhinard, M., 2012. The European Union as Crisis Manag-
er: Problems and Prospects. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forth-
coming. 
Boin, A., 2005b. From Crisis to Disaster: Towards An Integrative Perspective. In: R. 
W. Perry and E. L. Quarantelli, eds. What is a disaster? New answers to old 
questions. USA: Xlibris Corporation, 153-173.  
Boin, A., Ekengren, M. and Rhinard, M., 2007. Protecting the European Union: Poli-
cies, Sectors and Institutional Solutions. ACTA Series B38: Swedish National 
Defence College. 
Boin, A., Ekengren, M. and Rhinard, M., 2010. The Study of Crisis Management. In: 
M. Dunn and V. Mauer, eds. The Routledge Companion of Security Studies. 
London: Routledge, 452-462. 
Boin, A., Ekengren, M. and Rhinard, M., eds. 2006. Protecting the Union: Analysing 
an Emerging Policy Space. Journal of European Integration, 28 (5), 405-423. 
Boin, A., Ekengren, M. and Rhinard, M., eds. 2008. Security in Transition: Towards 
a New Paradigm for the European Union. Acta B 41, Stockholm: National De-
fence College. 
Boin, A., et al., 2010. Leadership Style, Crisis Response and Blame Management: The 
case of Hurricane Katrina. Public Administration, 88 (3), 706-723. 
Boin, A., Rhinard, M., 2008. Managing Transboundary Crises: What Role for the Eu-
ropean Union? International Studies Review, 10 (1), 1-26. 
Boli, J and Thomas, G. M., 1999. Constructing World Culture: International Non-
governmental Organizations since 1875. Stanford, California: Stanford Uni-
versity Press.  
Boli, J., 2005. Contemporary Developments in World Culture. International Journal 
of Comparative Sociology, 46 (5-6), 383-404.  
Booth, K. and Smith, S., eds., 1995. International Relations Theory Today. Cam-
bridge; Oxford: Polity Press.   
Börzel, T. A. 2012a. Comparative Regionalism: European Integration and Beyond. In: 
W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse and B. A. Simmons, eds. Handbook of International 
Relations. 2nd ed. London; California; India; Singapore: Sage Pub. 
Börzel, T. A. 2012b. Do All Roads Lead to Regionalism? In: T. A. Börzel, ed. Do All 
Roads Lead to Regionalism? In: T. A. Börzel, et al., eds. Roads to Regional-
ism: Genesis, Design, and Effects of Regional Organizations. Ashgate, 255-
269. 
Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. 2012. From Europeanization to Diffusion: Introduction. 
West European Politics, 35 (1), 1-19. 
Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T., 2009. Diffusing (Inter-) Regionalism: The EU as a Model 
of Regional Integration. KFG Working Paper, 7 (September), 1-26.  
Börzel, T. A., 2006. Mind the Gap! European integration between level and scope. In: 
T. A. Börzel, ed. The Disparity of European Integration: Revisiting Neofunc-
tioanlism in Honour of Ernst B. Haas. Oxan: Routledge, 1-20. 
Boxall, S., 2005. The Pacific Islands Forum and Regional Security. In: J. Henderson 
and G. Watson, eds. Securing a Peaceful Pacific. New Zealand: Canterbury 
University Press, 166-187.  
Brattberg, E. and Sundelius, B., 2011. Mobilizing for International Disaster Relief: 
Comparing U.S. and EU Approaches to the 2010 Haiti Earthquake. Journal of 
Homeland Security and Emergency Management, 8 (1), Article 24. 
Brattberg, E., 2012. The EU and US as International Actors in Disaster Relief. Bruges 
Political Research Papers, 22 (January), 1-32. 
Bremberg, N., 2012. Exploring the Dynamics of Security Community-Building in the 
Post-Cold War Era: Spain, Morocco and the European Union. Thesis (PhD). 
Stockholm Studies in Politics 145. Stockholm: Stockholm University. 
Bibliography 
 
 
266 
Bresline, S. and Higgot, R. A., eds., 2010. International Relations of the Asia-Pacific. 
Volume 4: Regions and Regionalism. London: Sage Pub. 
Briguglio, L., 1995. Small Island Developing States and Their Economic Vulnerabili-
ties. World Development, 23 (9), 1615-1632.  
Buhari-Gulmez, D., 2010. Stanford School on Sociological Institutionalism: A Global 
Cultural Approach. International Political Sociology, 4, 253-270.  
Burchill, S., 2001. Introduction. In: S. Burchill, et al., eds. Theories of International 
Relations. 2nd Ed. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave, 
1-28.  
Buzan, B. and Wæver, O., 2003. Regions and powers: The structure of international 
security. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press. 
Buzan, B., 1983. People, states, and fear: the national security problem in interna-
tional relations. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.  
Buzan, B., 1991. New patterns of global security in the twenty-first century. Interna-
tional Affairs, 67 (3), 431-451. 
Caporaso, J. A., 1997. Does the European Union Represent an n of 1? ECSA Review, X 
(3), 1-5. 
Caren, N. and Panofsky, A., 2005. TQCA: A Technique for Adding Temporality to 
Qualitative Comparative Analysis. Sociological Methods and Research, 34 (2), 
147-172. 
Carlsnaes, W., 1992. The Agency-structure Problem in Foreign Policy Analysis. Inter-
national Studies Quarterly, 36, 245-270. 
Carlsnaes, W., 2004. Where Is the Analysis of European Foreign Policy Going? Euro-
pean Union Politics 5 (4), 495-508.  
Cawthra, G., 1997. Subregional Security: The Southern African Development Com-
munity. Security Dialogue, 28 (2), 207-218.  
Cawthra, G., 2008. Collaborative Regional Security and Mutual Defence: SADC in 
Comparative Perspective. Politikon, 35 (2), 159–176.  
Chalmers, A., 1982. What is this Thing Called Science? Buckingham: Open Press.  
Charvériat, C., 2000. Natural disasters in Latin America and the Caribbean: An over-
view of risk. Inter-American Development Bank Research Department Work-
ing papers series, 434, 1-104. 
Checkel, J. T. and Katzenstein, P., 2009. European Identity. New York: Cambridge 
University Press 
Checkel, J. T., 1999a. Norms, Institutions and National Identity in Contemporary 
Europe. International Studies Quarterly, 43, 83–114. 
Checkel, J. T., 1999b. Social construction and integration. Journal of European Pub-
lic Policy, 6 (4), 545-560. 
Checkel, J. T., 2001. Constructivism and EU Politics. In: K. E. Jorgensen, M.A. Pol-
lack and B. Rosamond, eds. The Handbook of European Union Politics. Lon-
don; New Delhi: Sage Pub, 57-76. 
Checkel, J. T., 2012. Theoretical Pluralism in IR: Possibilities and Limits. In: W. 
Carlsnaes, T. Risse and B. A. Simmons, eds. Handbook of International Rela-
tions. 2nd ed. London; California; India; Singapore: Sage Pub., 220-241.  
Christiansen, T., Jorgensen, K. E. and Wiener, A., eds., 1999. The Social Construction 
of Europe. London; California; New Delhi: Sage Publications. 
Chung, C., 2008. The role of Asia-Pacific organizations in maintaining regional secu-
rity. Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, 20 (2), 169-185. 
Cichowski, R., 2005. Women’s Rights, the European Court and Supranational Consti-
tutionalism. Law and Society Review, (38), 489-512.  
Coser, L. A., 1977. Masters of Sociological Thought: ideas in historical and social 
context. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.  
Bibliography 
 
 
267 
Costea, A. and Felicio, T., 2005. Global and Regional Mechanisms of Disaster Reduc-
tion and Relief: Review, Evaluation, Future Directions of Integration. UNU-
CRIS Occasional Papers, 12, 1-40.  
Cottey, A., 2000. Europe's new subregionalism. Journal of Strategic Studies, 23 (2), 
23–47.  
Cram, L., 1997. The Politics of EU Policy-Making: Conceptual Lenses and the Inte-
gration Process. London: Routledge. 
Crondstedt, M., 2002. Prevention, Preparedness, Response, Recovery – an outdated 
concept? Australian Journal of Emergency Management, 17 (2), 10-13. 
Davidson, D., 2001. Essays on Actions and Events. Oxford; New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press 
De Lombaerde, P. and Van Langenhove, L., 2005. Indicators of Regional Integration: 
Methodological Issues. IIIS Discussion Paper, 64 (March), 1-35. 
De Lombaerde, P., et al., 2010. The Problem of comparison in comparative regional-
ism. Review of International Studies, 36, 731-753.  
Dell, S. S., 1966. A Latin American Common Market? New York: Oxford University 
Press. 
Desch, M., 1998. Culture clash: assessing the importance of ideas in security studies, 
International Security, 23 (1), 141–170.   
DeSombre, E. R., 2009. Power, Independence, and Domestic Politics in International 
Environmental Cooperation. In: H. Milner and A. Moravscik, eds. Power, In-
terdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World Politics. Princeton; Oxford: 
Princeton University Press, 147-164. 
Dessler, D., 1989. What’s at Stake in the Agent-Structure Debate? International Or-
ganization, 43 (3), 441-473. 
Deutsch, K. W., 1968. The Analysis of International Relations. New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc. 
Deutsch, K. W., et al., 1957. Political Community and the North Atlantic Area. 
Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press. 
DiMagio, P. J., and Powell, W. W., 1983. The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional Iso-
morphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields. American Soci-
ological Review, 48 (2), 147-160. 
Doty, H. D. and Glick, W. H., 1994. Typologies as a unique form of theory building: 
Toward improved understanding and modelling. The Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 19 (2), 230-251. 
Drori, G. S., et al., [2003] 2009. World Society and the Authority and Empowerment 
of Science. In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. World Society: The Writings 
of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 261-280. 
Drori, G. S., Suk Jang, Y. and Meyer, J. W., 2004. Sources of Rationalized Govern-
ance: Cross-National Longitudinal Analyses, 1985-2002. CDDRL working 
paper, 16 (26 August).  
Duffield, J., 2007. What Are International Institutions? International Studies Re-
view, 9 (1), 1-22. 
Eckstein, H., 1992. Regarding Politics: Essays on Political Theory, Stability, and 
Change. Berkeley, Los Angeles, Oxford: University of California Press 
Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, M., 2006. Debates in European Integration. Basingstoke: Pal-
grave Macmillan. 
Ekengren, M., 2007. The Internal - External Security Challenge for the EU. Studia 
Diplomatica, LX (1), 81-107. 
Ekengren, M., 2008. EU Civil Protection: An Ascending Sector. In: A. Boin, M. Eken-
gren and M. Rhinard, eds. Security in Transition: Towards a New Paradigm 
for the European Union. Acta B 41, Stockholm: National Defence College, 47-
63. 
Bibliography 
 
 
268 
Ekengren, M., et al., 2006. Solidarity or Sovereignty? EU Cooperation in Civil Protec-
tion. European Integration, 28 (5), 457-476. 
Ellner, A., 2008. Regional Security in a Global Context: A Critical Appraisal of Euro-
pean Approaches to Security. European Security, 17 (1), 9-31. 
Emmers, R., 2009. Comprehensive security and resilience in Southeast Asia: 
ASEAN's approach to terrorism. The Pacific Review, 22 (2), 159-177.  
Engel, U. and Fomes, J. F., 2010. Africa’s New Peace and Security Architecture: An 
Introduction. In: U. Engel and J. F. Porto, eds. Africa’s New Peace and Secu-
rity Architecture: Promoting Norms, Institutionalizing Solutions. Engalnd; 
USA: Ashgate, 1-13. 
Etzioni, A., 1965. Political Unification: A Comparative Study of Leaders and Forces. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 
Fairclough, N., 1995. Critical Discourse Analysis. The Critical Study of Language. 
London and New York: Longman. 
Fairclough, N., 1992. Discourse and social change. London: Polity.  
Farrell, T., 2005. World Culture and Military Power. Security Studies, 14 (3), 448-
488.  
Fawcett, L. and Hurell, A., 1995. Regionalism in world politics: Regional organiza-
tion and international order. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Fawcett, L., 2004. Exploring Regional Domains: A Comparative History of Regional-
ism. International Affairs, 2004, 80 (3), 429-446. 
Fawcett, L., 2008a. Regional Institutions. In: P. Williams, ed. Security Studies: An 
Introduction. Oxon; New York: Routledge, 355-374. 
Fawcett, L., 2008b. Regionalism in World Politics: Past and Present. GARNET PhD 
School Seminar: Global Governance, Regionalism and The role of the EU: 
The Institutional Dimension, 1-14. Available from: <http://www.garnet-
eu.org/index.php?id=320>. [Accessed 6 July 2012]. 
Feiock, R. C., 2007. Rational Choice and Regional Governance. Journal of Urban 
Affairs, 29 (1), 47-63 
Field, C. B., et al., 2012. Managing the risks of extreme events and disasters to ad-
vance climate change adaption: Special report on the Intergovernmental 
panel on climate change. New York. Cambridge University Press.  
Finlay, S. and Schroeder, M., 2008. Reasons for Action: Internal vs. External. In: E. 
N. Zalta, ed. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Fall 2008 Edition 
available from: 
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2008/entries/reasons-internal-
external> .[Accessed 2 July 2012]. 
Finnemore, M., 1993. International organizations as teachers of norms: The United 
Nations educational scientific, and cultural organization and science policy. 
International Organization, 47 (4), 567-597. 
Finnemore, M., 1996. Norms, culture, and world politics: insights from sociology’s 
institutionalism. International Organization, 50 (2), 325-47. 
Finnemore, M., 2008. Review: Norms, Culture, and World Politics: Insights from 
Sociology's Institutionalism. International Organization, 50 (2), 325-347. 
Finnemore, M., and Sikkink, K., 1998. International Norm Dynamics and Political 
Change. International Organization, 52 (4), 887-917. 
Fortna, P. V. and Martin, L. M., 2009. Peace Keepers as Signals: The demand for in-
ternational peacekeeping in civil wars. In: H. Milner and A. Moravscik, eds. 
Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World Politics. Princeton; 
Oxford: Princeton University Press, 87-108. 
Foucault, M., 1977. Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. Pub. By Penguin 
Group. 
Bibliography 
 
 
269 
Frank, D. J., et al., 1999. The Rationalization and Organization of Nature in World 
Culture. In: J. Boli and G. M. Thomas, eds. Constructing World Culture: In-
ternational Nongovernmental Organization since 1875. Stanford; CA: Stan-
ford University Press, 81-100.   
Frank, D. J., Hardinge, T. and Wosick-Correa, K., 2009. The Global Dimensions of 
Rape-Law Reform: A Cross-National Study of Policy Outcomes. American So-
ciological Review, 74 (2), 272-290. 
Frank, D. J., Hironaka, A. and Schofer, E., 2000. The Nation State and the Natural 
Environment over the Twentieth Century. American Sociological Review, 65 
(February), 96-116. 
Furlong, P. and Marsh, D., 2010. A Skin Not a Sweater: Ontology and Epistemology in 
Political Science. In: D. Marsh and G. Stoker, eds. Theory and Methods in Po-
litical Science. 3rd ed. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 17-41.   
Gamble, A. and Payne, A., 1996. Regionalism and World Order. London: MacMillan 
Press. 
García M., 1998. Women’s Rights and the Treaty of Amsterdam on European Union. 
European Parliament Working Paper, FEMM 104, 1-136.  
Gasking, D., 1955. Causation and Recipes. Mind, 64 (256), 497-487. 
Gassebner, M., Keck, A. and Teh, R., 2010. Shaken, Not Stirred: The Impact of Disas-
ters on International Trade. Review of International Economics, 18 (2), 351-
368. 
George, A. L. and Bennett, A., 2005. Case Studies and Theory Development in the 
Social Sciences. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.  
Gilligan, M. J., 2009. The Transaction Costs Approach to International Institutions. 
In: H. Milner and A. Moravscik, eds. Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate 
Actors in World Politics. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press, 50-
66. 
Goldman, E. O., 2006. Cultural foundations of military diffusion. Review of Interna-
tional Studies, 32 (1), 69-91. 
Gourevitch, P., 1978. The second image reversed: the international sources of domes-
tic politics. International Organization, 32 (4), 881-912. 
Grieco, J. M., 1995. The Maastricht Treaty, Economic and Monetary Union, and the 
Neo-realist research Programme. Review of International Studies, 21 (1), 21-
40. 
Guiney, J. L. and Lawrence, M. B., 2000. Preliminary Report: Hurricane Mitch, 22 
October - 05 November 1998. National Hurricane Center. Available from: 
<http://www.nhc.noaa.gov/1998mitch.html>.[Accessed 24 July 2012]. 
Gunnell, J. G., 2010. Making Sense of the Study of International Relations: Seeking a 
Guide for the Perplexed. Qualitative and Multi-Method Research, 8 (1), 13-18.  
Guzzini, S., 2000. A Reconstruction of Constructivism in International Relations. 
European Journal of International Relations, 6 (2), 147-182. 
Haacke, J., 2003. ASEAN's diplomatic and security culture: Origins, development 
and prospects. London; New York: Routledge. 
Haacke, J., and Williams, P. D., 2009. Regional Arrangements and Security Challeng-
es: A Comparative Analysis. Crisis States Working Papers Series 1797, 1-29. 
Haacke, J., and Williams, P., 2008a. Conclusions: Security culture and transnational 
challenges - ECOWAS in comparative perspective. Journal of Contemporary 
African Studies, 26 (2), 213-222.  
Haacke, J., and Williams, P., 2008b. Regional Arrangements, Securitization, and 
Transnational Security Challenges: The African Union and the Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations Compared. Security Studies, 17 (4), 775-809.  
Bibliography 
 
 
270 
Haas, E. B. and Schmitter, P. C., 1964. Economics and Differential Patterns of Inte-
gration. Projections about Unity in Latin America. International Organization 
18 (4), 259-299. 
Haas, E. B. and Whiting, A. S., 1956. Dynamics of International Relations. New York; 
Toronto; London: McGraw-Hill Book Company. 
Haas, E. B., [1958] 2004. The Uniting of Europe. Stanford: State University Press.  
Haas, E. B., 1975. The Obsolescence of Regional Integration Theory. Research Series, 
No. 25. Institute of International Studies: University of California, Berkeley.  
Haas, P. M., 1992. Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy 
Coordination. International Organization, 46 (1), 1-35. 
Haas, P. M., 2010. Practicing Analytic Eclecticism. Qualitative and Multi-Method 
Research: Newsletter of the American Political Science Association Orga-
nized Section for Qualitative and Multi-Method Research, 8 (2), 9–14. 
Haas, P. M., Keohane, R. O. and Levy, M.A., eds., 1993. Institutions for the Earth: 
Sources of Effective International Environmental Protection. Massachusetts: 
Massachusetts Institute for Technology.  
Haftel, Y. Z. and Thompson, A., 2006. The Independence of International Organiza-
tions: Concept and Applications. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 50 (2), 253-
275. 
Hall, P. A., 2010. Historical Institutionalism in Rationalist and Sociological Perspec-
tive. In: J. Mahoney and K. Thelen, eds. Explaining Institutional Change: 
Ambiguity, Agency, and Power. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press., 
204-225. 
Hallencreutz, E., 2011. Challenges for European societal security: a study of trust in 
EU civil protection. Acta B 43. Stockholm: Swedish National Defence College.  
Hamanaka, S., 2012. Is Trade in Asia Really Integrating? ADB Working Paper Series 
on Regional Economic Integration, 91 (January), 1-32.  
Hardt-Mautner. G., 1995. Only connect: Critical discourse analysis and corpus lin-
guistics. UCREL Technical Papers, (August), 1-30. 
Harper, D., 2011. Disaster.  Available from: <http://www.etymonline.com> 
.[Accessed 2 February 2012]. 
Harrist, R. S. and Richardson, F. C., 2006. Self and Other: Tensions within Modern 
Liberal Individualism and Moral Education. Forum on Public Policy Online, 1, 
1-17. Available from: <http://forumonpublicpolicy.com/papersf06.html> 
.[Accessed 2 February 2012]. 
Haskell, T. L., 1985a. Capitalism and the Origins of the Humanitarian Sensibility, Part 
1. American Historical Review, XC, 339-361. 
Haskell, T. L., 1985b. Capitalism and the Origins of the Humanitarian Sensibility, 
Part 2. American Historical Review, XC, 547-566. 
Heath, J., 2011. Methodological Individualism. In: E. N. Zalta, ed. The Stanford En-
cyclopedia of Philosophy. Available from: 
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2011/entries/methodological-
individualism/>. [Accessed 29 July 2012]. 
Held, D., ed., 2000. A globalizing world? Culture, economics and politics. London: 
Routledge.  
Hempel, C. G. and Oppenheimer, P., 1948. Studies in the Logic of Explanation. Phi-
losophy of Science, 15 (2), 135-175. 
Hettne, B, Inotai, A. and Sunkel, O., eds., 2000. National Perspectives on the New 
Regionalism in the North. London: Macmillan Press. 
Hettne, B. and Söderbaum, F., 2000. Theorising the Rise of Regionness. New Politi-
cal Economy, 5 (3), 457-473. 
Hettne, B., 2002. The Europeanisation of Europe: Endogenous and Exogenous Di-
mensions. Journal of European Integration, 24 (4), 325-340.  
Bibliography 
 
 
271 
Hindmoor, A., 2010. Rational Choice. In: D. Marsh and G. Stoker, eds. Theory and 
Methods in Political Science. 3rd ed. Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmil-
lan, 42-60. 
Hironaka, A., 2002. The Globalization of Environmental Protection: The Case of En-
vironmental Impact Assessment. International Journal of Comparative Soci-
ology, 43, 65-78. 
Hironaka, A., Frank, D. J. and Schofer, E., 2000. Environmentalism as a Global Insti-
tution. American Sociological Review, 65 (1), 122-127. 
Hoffman, S., 1966. Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation-State and the Case 
of Western Europe, Daedalus 95, 862-915. 
Hollis, M. and Smith, S., 1990. Explaining and Understanding International Rela-
tions. Oxford: Clarendon Press.  
Hollis, S., 2010a. National Participation in EU Civil Protection. Acta B 42. Stock-
holm: National Defence College. 
Hollis, S., 2010b. The necessity of protection: Transgovernmental networks and EU 
security governance. Cooperation and Conflict, 45 (3), 312-330. 
Hookway, C., 2008. Pragmatism. In: E. N. Zalta, ed. The Stanford Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy. Available from: 
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2010/entries/pragmatism> 
.[Accessed 29 July 2012]. 
Hopf, T., 1998. The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory. 
International Security, 23 (1), 171-200. 
Hough, P., 2008. Understanding Global Security. 2nd ed. Oxan; New York: 
Routledge.  
Howorth, J., 2003. ESDP and NATO: Wedlock or Deadlock? Cooperation and Con-
flict, 38 (3), 235-254. 
Huckin, T., 2002. Critical Discourse Analysis and the Discourse of Condescension. In: 
E. Barton and G. Stygall, eds. Discourse Studies in Composition. Cresskill, N. 
J: Hampton Press, 155-76. 
Hurrell, A., 1995a. Explaining the Resurgence of Regionalism in World Politics. Re-
view of International Studies, 21 (October 1995), 331-358. 
Hurrell, A., 1995b. Regionalism in Theoretical Perspective. In: L. Fawcett and A. Hur-
rell. Eds. Regional in World Politics: Regional Organization and Interna-
tional Order. New York: Oxford University Press, 37-73. 
Hurrell, A., 2005. The Regional Dimension in Regional Integration Theory. In: M. 
Farrell, B. Hettne and L. Van Langenhove, eds. Global Politics of Regional-
ism: Theory and Practice. London: Pluto Press, 38-53. 
Hurrell, A., and Fawcett, L., 1995. Conclusion: Regionalism and International Order? 
In: L. Fawcett and A. Hurrell. Eds. Regional in World Politics: Regional Or-
ganization and International Order. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Hutchinson, J. F., 1997. Civilian ambulances and lifesaving societies: the European 
experience, 1870-1914. Clio Med., 41, 158-178. 
Hutchinson, J. F., 2000. Disasters and the International Order: Earthquakes, Hu-
manitarians, and the Ciraolo Project. The International History Review, 22 
(1), 1-36. 
Hwang, K. D., 2007. Constructing Politico-Security Regionalism in Southern Africa: 
The Case of SADC. Journal of International and Area Studies. 14 (1), 67-84. 
Hyland, P, Gomez, O. and Greensides, F., eds., 2003. The Enlightenment: A Source-
book and Reader. London; New York: Routledge. 
Iapadre, L., 2006. Regional Integration Agreements and the Geography of World 
Trade. Statistical Indicators and Empirical Evidence. In: P. De Lombaerde, ed. 
Assessment and Measurement of Regional Integration. London: Routledge, 
65-85. 
Bibliography 
 
 
272 
Inigo-Mora I., 2004. On the use of the personal pronoun we in communities. Journal 
of Language and Politics, 3 (1), 27-52. 
Jachtenfuchs, M. and Kohler-Koch, B. 2004. Governance and Institutional Develop-
ment. In: T. Diez and A. Wiener, eds. European Integration Theory. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 97-117. 
Jachtenfuchs, M., 2001. The Governance Approach to European Integration. Journal 
of Common Market Studies, 39 (2), 221-240. 
Jachtenfuchs, M., 2002. Deepening and widening integration theory. Journal of Eu-
ropean Public Policy, 9 (4), 650-657. 
Jachtenfuchs, M., et al., 2008. Policing Among Nations. Internationalizing the Mo-
nopoly of Force. Hertie School of Governance Working Paper, 28. 
Jackson, P. T., 2008. Foregrounding ontology: dualism, monoism, and IR theory. 
Review of International Studies, 34, 129-153. 
Jackson, P. T., 2010. Pluralizing Social Science. Qualitative and Multi-Method Re-
search, 8 (1), 18-24. 
Jackson, P. T., 2011. The Conduct of Inquiry in International Relations: Philosophy 
of science and its implications for the study of world politics. London; New 
York: Routledge. 
Jacob, P., 2010. Intentionality. In: E. N. Zalta, ed. Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philos-
ophy. Available from: <http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/intentionality/> 
.[Accessed 3 August 2011]. 
Jaques, T., 2007. Issue Management and Crisis Management: An Integrated, Non-
linear, Relational Construct. Public Relations Review, 33 (2), 147-157. 
Jepperson, R. L. and Meyer, J. W., 2011. Multiple Levels of analysis and the Limita-
tions of Methodological Individualisms. Sociological Theory, 29 (1), 54-73.  
Jepperson, R. L., 2001. The development and application of sociological neoinstitu-
tionalism. Working Paper, 5. Robert Schuman Centre, European University 
Institute, Florence.  
Jetschke, A., 2010. Do Regional Organizations Travel? European Integration, Diffu-
sion and the Case of ASEAN. KFG Working Papers, 17, 5-27. 
Joll, N., 2010. Contemporary Metaphilosophy. Internet Encyclopaedia of Philosophy. 
Available from: <http://www.iep.utm.edu/con-meta/#SH3a> .[Accessed 29 
July 2012]. 
Jones, E. B., Bisek, P. A. and Ornstein, C., 2001. Comprehensive Disaster Manage-
ment in the Caribbean: Baseline Study. Available from:  
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/publications/v.php?id
=2516>.[Accessed 18 May 2010]. 
Jong Choi, Y. and Caporaso, J. A., 2002. Comparative Regionalism in a Global Con-
text. In: T. Risse, B. Simmons and W. Carlsnaes, eds., Handbook of Interna-
tional Relations. London; California; India; Singapore: Sage Publications, 
480-500. 
Jönsson, C. and Tallberg, J., 2008. Institutional Theory in International Relations. 
In: J. Pierre, G. Peters and G. Stoker, eds. Debating Institutionalism. Man-
chester University Press. 
Kaiser, K., 1971. Transnational Politics: Toward a Theory of Multinational Politics. 
International Organization, 25 (4), 790-818. 
Karns, M., and Mingst, K., 2010. International Organizations: the politics and pro-
cesses of global governance. 2nd ed. Boulder, Colo.: Rienner: Lynne Rienner 
Publishers.  
Kasperson, J. X., et al., 2003. Vulnerability to global environmental change. In: A. 
Diekmann, et al., eds. The Human Dimensions of Global Environmental 
Change. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 280-290. 
Bibliography 
 
 
273 
Katsumata, H., 2009. ASEAN and human rights: resisting Western pressure or emu-
lating the West? The Pacific Review, 22 (5), 619-637.  
Katzenstein, P. J., 1996. Regionalism in Comparative Perspective. Cooperation and 
Conflict, 31 (2), 123-159. 
Katzenstein, P. J., 2005. A World of Regions: Asia and Europe in the American Im-
perium. Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press. 
Kedar, A., 2007. Ideal Types as Hermeneutic Concepts. Journal of the Philosophy of 
History, 1, 318-345. 
Kent, R., 2008. Using fsQCA: A brief Guide and Workshop for Fuzzy-Set Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis. Available from: 
<http://www.ccsr.ac.uk/publications/teaching/2008-10.pdf> .[Accessed 25 
May 2012]. 
Keohane, R. O. 1993. Institutionalist Theory and the Realist Challenge After the Cold 
War. In: D. Baldwin, ed. Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The contemporary 
debate. New York: Columbia University Press. 
Keohane, R. O. and Nye, J. S., 1973. Power and interdependence. Survival: Global 
Politics and Strategy, 15 (4), 158-165. 
Keohane, R. O. and Nye, J. S., 1974. Transgovernmental Relations and International Organi-
zations. World Politics, 27 (1), 39-63. 
Keohane, R. O., 1984. After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Polit-
ical Economy. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press.   
Keohane, R. O., 1989. International Institutions and State Power: Essays in Interna-
tional Relations Theory. Bolder; San Francisco; London: Westview Press. 
Keohane, R. O., 2010. Stephen Krasner: Subversive Realist. Paper prepared for deliv-
ery at the 2010 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Associa-
tion, September 2-5, 2010. Copyright by the American Political Science Asso-
ciation. Available from: <www.princeton.edu/.../keohane_paper.docx> 
.[Accessed 2 July 2012]. 
Kidd, A. J. 1996. Philanthropy and the ‘Social History Paradigm’. Social History, 21 
(2), 180-192.  
King, G., Keohane, R. O. and Verba, S., 1994. Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific 
Inference in Qualitative Research. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
Kirchner, E. and Sperling, J., 2007. EU security governance. Manchester and New 
York: Manchester University Press. 
Klir, G., St. Clair, U. H. and Yuan, B., 1997. Fuzzy Set Theory: Foundations and Ap-
plications. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall PTR.  
Klotz, A. and Lynch, C., 2007. Strategies for Research in Constructivist International 
Relations. New York: M.E. Sharpe.  
Kohler-Koch, B. and Eising, R., 1999. The Transformation of Governance in the Eu-
ropean Union. London: Routledge.  
Kohler-Koch, B. and Rittberger, B., eds., 2007. Debating the democratic legitimacy 
of the European Union. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield Pub. 
Koloamatangi, M., 2005. Regionalism: EU and Pacific Perspectives. In: J. Henderson 
and G. Watson, eds. Securing a Peaceful Pacific. Canterbury: Canterbury Uni-
versity Press, 187-192. 
Koremenos, B., Lipson, C. and Snidal, D., 2001. The Rational Design of International 
Institutions. International Organization, 55 (4), 761-799. 
Krasner, S. D., 1999. Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy. Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.   
Krücken, G. and Drori, G. S., 2009. World Society: A Theory and a Research Program 
in Context. In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. World Society: The Writings 
of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 3-36. 
Bibliography 
 
 
274 
Kurki M., 2006. Causes of A Divided Discipline: Rethinking the Concept of Cause in 
International Relations Theory. Review of International Studies, 32 (2), 189-
216. 
Kydd, A., 2001. Trust Building, Trust Breaking: The Dilemma of NATO Enlargement. 
International Organization, 55 (4), 801-828. 
La Porta, T. R., 2003. Anticipating Rude Surprises: Reflections on “Crisis Manage-
ment” Without End. Paper presented to the International Public Manage-
ment Network biennial research workshop this year on Communicable Cri-
ses: Prevention, Management and Resolution in an Era of Globalization, 
Vancouver, BC, Canada, August 15-17, 2005.  
La Porta, T. R., 2007. Critical Infrastructure in the Face of a Predatory Future: Pre-
paring for Untoward Surprise. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Manage-
ment, 15 (1), 60-64. 
Laffont, J. and Martimort, D., 2002. The Theory of Incentives: The Principle-Agent 
Model. Woodstock; Oxfordshire: Princeton University Press.  
Langenhove, L. V., et al., 2009. The Regional Dimension of Human Security: Lessons 
from the European Union and other Regional Organisations Garnet Policy 
Brief. Garnet Policy Brief, 9, I-VIII. 
Lapid, Y., 2000. The Challenges of Studying Culture in International Relations. Open-
ing presentation at, ‘So how do you do culture?’: A workshop to discuss 
methodological approaches to studying culture in International Relations.’ 
Centre for International Studies, University of Southern California, April 14.  
Lapid, Y., 2003. Through Dialogue to Engaged Pluralism: The Unfinished Business of 
the Third Debate. International Studies Review, 5, 128-131.  
Larsson, P., 2009. The Crisis Coordination Arrangements (CCA). In: S. Olsson, ed. 
Crisis Management in the European Union: Cooperation in the Face of 
Emergencies. Dordrecht; Heidelberg; London; New York: Springer, 127-139. 
Lavenex, S. and Wallace, H., 2005. Justice and Home Affairs. Towards a European 
Public Order? In: H. Wallace, W. Wallace and M. Pollack, eds. Policy-Making 
in the European Union. 5th  Edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 457-
480. 
Lechner, F. J. and Boli, J., 2005. World Culture: Origins and Consequences. MA, 
USA; Oxford, UK; Victoria, Australia: Blackwell Pub.  
Lenz, T., 2012. Spurred Emulation: The EU and Regional Integration in Mercosur 
and SADC. West European Politics, 35 (1), 155-173. 
Lian, C. Santos, J. R. and Haimes, Y. Y., 2007. Extreme Risk Analysis of Interdepend-
ent Economic and Infrastructure Sectors. Risk Analysis, 27 (4), 1053–1064.  
Likoti, F. J., 2007. The 1998 Military Intervention in Lesotho: SADC Peace Mission or 
Resource War? International Peacekeeping, 14 (2), 251-263. 
Lindberg, L. and Scheingold, S., 1970. Europe’s Would-be-Polity: Patterns of Change 
in European Community. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 
Lipson, C., 1991. Why are some international agreements informal? International 
Organization. 45 (4), 495-538. 
Lurong, C. and De Lombaerde, P., 2011. Regional Production Sharing Networks and 
Hub-ness in Latin America and East Asia: a Long-term Perspective. Integra-
tion and Trade, 15 (32), 17-34. 
Macalister-Smith, P., 1985. International Humanitarian Assistance: Disaster Relief 
Actions in International Law and Organization. Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff 
Pub.  
Mace. G., 1988. Regional integration in Latin America: a long and winding road. In-
ternational Journal, 43 (3), 404-427. 
Mahoney, J. and Thelen, K., eds., 2010. Explaining Institutional Change: Ambiguity, 
Agency, and Power. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.   
Bibliography 
 
 
275 
Mahoney, J., 2001. Path-Dependent Explanations of Regime Change: Central Ameri-
ca in Comparative Perspective. Studies in Comparative International Devel-
opment (SCID), 36 (1), 111-141. 
Mahoney, J., Kimball, E. and Koivu, K. L., 2009. The logic of historical explanation in 
the social sciences. Comparative Political Studies, 42 (1), 114-146. 
Malamud, A., 2003. Presidentionalism and Mercosur: A hidden cause for successful 
Experience. In: Finn Laursen, ed. Comparative Regional Integration: A theo-
retical perspective. Hampshire, England; Burlington, USA: Ashgate Pub., 53-
73. 
Malamud, A., 2005. MERCOSUR Turns 15: Between Rising Rhetoric and Declining 
Achievement. Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 18 (3), 421-436.  
Manheim, K., 1936. Ideology and Utopia: An introduction to the sociology of 
knowledge. Trans. L. Wirth and E. Shils. San Diego; New York; London: Har-
court Inc. 
Mansfield, E. D., and Milner, H. V., 1999. The New Wave of Regionalism. Interna-
tional Organization, 53 (3), 589-627. 
Mansfield, E. D., and Solingen, E., 2010. Regionalism. Annual Review of Political 
Science, 13, 145-163.  
March, J. G and Olson, J.P., 1989.  Rediscovering Institutions: The Organizational 
Basis of Politics. New York: Free Press/Macmillan.  
Marks, G., 1997. Does the European Union Represent an n of 1? ECSA Review, X (3), 
1-5. 
Marks, G., et al., 1996. Governance in the European Union. London: Sage. 
Marsh, D. and Stoker, G., eds., 2010. Theory and Methods in Political Science. 3rd ed. 
Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan.   
Mattli, W., 1999. The Logic of Regional Integration. UK; USA; Australia: Cambridge 
University Press.  
Mattli, W., 2007. Ernst Haas’s evolving thinking on comparative regional integration: 
of virtues and infelicities. In: T. Börzel, ed. The Disparity of European Inte-
gration: Revisiting Neofunctinoalism in Honour of Ernst B. Haas. Oxon; 
New York: Routledge, 111-133.   
Matzén, N., Missiroli, A. and Rhinard, M., 2006. Avian Influenza: Just for the Birds? 
European Voice newspaper, Brussels, 6-12 April 2006, 22. 
Maull, H. W., 2005. Security Cooperation in Europe and Pacific. Asian Affairs, 2 
(April), 18-19. 
Mazower, M., 2008. No Enchanted Place: The end of empire and the ideological ori-
gins of the United Nations. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press.  
Mbuende, K., 2001. Conflict Prevention and Resolution in the South African Devel-
opment Community (SADC). International Journal on Minority and Group 
Rights, 8 (1), 45-49.  
McEntire, D., 1998. Balancing international approaches to disaster: rethinking pre-
vention instead of relief. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, 
(winter), 50-55. 
Mechler, R., 2004. Natural Disaster Risk Management and Financing Disaster 
Losses in Developing Countries. Karlsruhe: Verlag Versicherungswirtschaft 
GmbH.  
Meyer, J. and Jepperson, R., 2000. The “Actors” of Modern Society: The cultural 
Construction of Social Agency. Sociological Theory, 18(1), 100-120. 
Meyer, J. W, Boli, J. and Thomas, G. M., [1987] 2009. Ontology and Rationalization 
in the Western Cultural Account. In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. World 
Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 67-
89. 
Bibliography 
 
 
276 
Meyer, J. W. and Jepperson, R. L., [2000] 2009. The “Actors” of Modern Society: The 
Cultural Construction of Social Agency. In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. 
World Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 111-136. 
Meyer, J. W. and Ramirez, F. O., [2000] 2009. The World Institutionalization of Ed-
ucation. In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. World Society: The Writings of 
John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 206-222. 
Meyer, J. W. and Rowan, B., [1977] 2009. Institutionalized Organizations: Formal 
Structure as Myth and Ceremony. In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. World 
Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 89-
111. 
Meyer, J. W., [2001] 2009. The European Union, In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. 
World Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 344-355. 
Meyer, J. W., 2009. Reflection: Institutional Theory and World Society. In: G. S. Dro-
ri and G. Krücken, eds. World Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 36-67. 
Meyer, J. W., 2010. World Society, Institutional Theories, and the Actor. Annual Re-
view of Sociology, (36), 1-20. 
Meyer, J. W., Boli, J. W. and Thomas, G. M., [1987] 2009. Ontology and Rationaliza-
tion in the Western Cultural Account, In: G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. 
World Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 67-89. 
Meyer, J. W., et al., [1997] 2009. World Society and the Nation-State, In: G. S. Drori 
and G. Krücken, eds. World Society: The Writings of John W. Meyer. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 173-206. 
Meyer, J. W., et al., 1997. World Society and the Nation-State. The American Journal 
of Sociology, 103 (1), 144-181.  
Milliken, J., 1999. The Study of Discourse in International Relations: A Critique of 
Research and Methods. European Journal of International Relations, 5, 225-
254. 
Milner, H. and Moravscik, M., eds., 2009. Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate 
Actors in World Politics. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press.  
Milner, H., 1992. International theories of cooperation among nations. Strengths and 
weaknesses. World Politics, 44, 466-496. 
Missiroli, A., 2006. Disasters Past and Present: new Challenges for the EU. European 
Integration, 28 (5), 423-436. 
Mitrany, D., 1943. A Working Peace System: An argument for the functional devel-
opment of international organization. London: Royal Institute of Interna-
tional Affairs.  
Moore, M., 2009. Introduction: The Nature of Singularist Theories of Causation. The 
Monist, 92(1), 3–22. 
Moravcsik, A., 1997. Does the European Union Represent an n of 1? ECSA Review, X 
(3), 1-5. 
Moravcsik, A., 1998. The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power from 
Messina to Maastricht. Routledge: London; New York.  
Moravscik, A., 2009. Robert Keohane: Political Theorist. In: H. Milner and A. Mo-
ravscik, eds. Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World Politics. 
Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press, 243-265. 
Most, B. A. and Starr, S., 2003. Basic Logic and Research Design: Conceptualization, 
Case Selection, and the Form of Relationships. In: G. Goertz and H. Starr, eds. 
Necessary Conditions: Theory, Methodology, and Applications. Hrsg., Lan-
ham: Rowman and Littlefield, 25-45.  
Bibliography 
 
 
277 
Müller, H., 2002. Security Cooperation. In: T. Risse, B. Simmons and W. Carlsnaes, 
eds. Handbook of International Relations. London; California; India; Singa-
pore: Sage Publications, 369-392.  
Muloongo, K., Kibasomba, R. and Njeri Kariri, J. N., 2005. The Many Faces of Hu-
man Security: Case Studies of Seven Countries in Southern Africa. Security 
Studies, Pretoria: Institute for Security Studies. 
Murden, S. W., 2009. The Secondary Institutions of Regional Interstate Society. In: 
B.  Buzan and A. Gonzalez-Pelaez, eds. International Society and the Middle 
East: English School Theory at the Regional Level. New York: Palgrave Mac-
millan, 117-140.  
Murithi, T. and Ndinga-Muvumba, A., 2008. Building an African Union for the 21st 
Century. In: J. Akokpari, A. Ndinga-Muvumba and T. Murithi, eds. The Afri-
can Union and its Institutions. South Africa: Fanele, 1-25. 
Mwanasali, M., 2008. From Non-Interference to Non-Indifference: The Emerging 
Doctrine of Conflict Prevention in Africa. In: J. Akokpari, A. Ndinga-
Muvumba and T. Murithi, eds. The African Union and its Institutions. South 
Africa: Fanele, 41-63. 
Myrdal, S. and Rhinard, M., 2010. The European Union’s Solidarity Clause: Empty 
Letter or Effective Tool? An Analysis of Article 222 of the Treaty on the Func-
tioning of the European Union. Occasional UI Papers, 2, 1-26. 
Mythen, G., 2004. Ulrich Beck: A critical introduction to the risk society. London; 
Sterling, Virginia: Pluto Press.  
Nathan, L., 2006. SADC's Uncommon Approach to Common Security, 1992–2003. 
Journal of Southern African Studies, 32 (3), 605-622.  
Nature, 1940. International Relief Union. Nature 145 (May 25), 808. 
Neuedorf, K.A., 2001. The Content Analysis Guidebook. Thousand Oaks, California: 
Sage Pub. 
Ngoma, N., 2004. SADC'S Mutual Defence Pact: a final move to a security communi-
ty? The Round Table, 93 (375), 411-423.  
Nietzsche, F., [1913] 2003. The Genealogy of Morals. Trans. by Horace B. Sam-
uel. USA: Dover Publications, Inc. 
Nye, J. S., 1965. Patterns and Catalysts in Regional Integration. International Organ-
ization, 19 (4), 870-884. 
Nye, J. S., 1968. Comparative Regional Integration: Concept and Measurement. In-
ternational Organization, 22 (4), 855-880. 
Nye, J. S., 1971. Peace in Parts: Integration and Conflict in Regional Organization. 
Boston: Little, Brown Company.  
Nye, J. S., 2011. The Future of Power. Public Affairs. 
Nye, J. S. and Keohane, R. O., 2004. Transgovernmental Relations and International 
Organizations. In: J. S. Nye, ed. Power in the Global Information Age: From 
Realism to Globalization. London; New York: Routledge, 171-191. 
Oelsner, A., 2009. Consensus and Governance in Mercosur: The Evolution of the 
South American Security Agenda. Security Dialogue, 40, 191-212. 
Ogata, S. and Cels, J., 2003. Human Security – Protecting and Empowering the Peo-
ple. Global Governance, 9 (3), 273-282.  
Ojanen, H., 2006. The EU and NATO: Two competing models for a Common Defence 
Policy. Journal of Common Market Studies, 44 (1), 57.  
Oldberg, I., 2007. The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation. In: B. Huldt, M. 
Kerttunen and B. Wallander, eds. China Rising: Reactions, Assessments, and 
Strategic Consequences. Swedish Defence College Strategic Yearbook. Stock-
holm: National Swedish Defence College, 283-311. 
Olsen, M., 1971. The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of 
Groups. 2nd ed. USA: Harvard University Press.  
Bibliography 
 
 
278 
Olsson, S., ed., 2009. Crisis Management in the European Union: Cooperation in the 
Face of Emergencies. Dordrecht; Heidelberg; London; New York: Springer.  
Ostrom, E., 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collec-
tive Action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Overgaard, S. and Zahavi, D., 2009. Phenomenological Sociology - The Subjectivity of 
Everyday Life. In: M. H. Jacobsen, ed. Encountering the Everyday: An Intro-
duction to the Sociologies of the Unnoticed. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 
86-107. 
Pacheco Pardo, R., 2012. Normal Power Europe: Non-Proliferation and the Normali-
zation of EU’s Foreign Policy. Journal of European Integration, 34 (1), 1-
18. 
Parsons, C., 2010. Constructivism and Interpretive Theory. In: D. Marsh and G. Stok-
er, eds. Theory and Methods in Political Science. 3rd ed. Hampshire; New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan.   
Patomäki, H. and Wight, C. 2000. After Postpositivism? The Promises of Critical Re-
alism. International Studies Quarterly, 44, 213-237. 
Peduzzi, P., et al., 2009. Assessing global exposure and vulnerability towards natural 
hazards: the Disaster Risk Index: Supplement. Nat. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci., 
9, 1149-1159. 
Peffer, N., 2009. Regional Security in Southeast Asia. International Organization, 8 
(3), 311-315.  
Perry, G., 2009. Beyond Lending: How Multilateral Banks Can Help Developing 
Countries Manage Volatility. Centre for Global Development: Brookings In-
stitution Press.  
Perry, R. W. and Quarantelli, E. L., eds., 2005. What is a disaster? New answers to 
old questions. USA: Xlibris Corporation.  
Perry, R. W., 2007. What is a Disaster? In: H. Rodriguez, E. L. Quarantelli and R. R. 
Dynes, eds. Handbook of Disaster Research. New York: Springer, 1-15.  
Persky, Joseph. 1995. The Ethology of Homo Economicus. Journal of Economic Per-
spectives, 9 (2), 221-231. 
Pollack, M. A., 1997. Does the European Union Represent an n of 1? ECSA Review, X 
(3), 1-5. 
Pollock, J., 1992. Rationality, function, and content. Philosophical Studies, 65 (1), 
129–151. 
Posas, J. and Bender, S. O., 2004. Managing Natural Hazard Risk: Issues and Chal-
lenges. OAS Unit for sustainable development and environment policy series, 
4 (September), 1-2.  
Poulliot, V., 2004. The essence of constructivism. Journal of International Relations 
and Development, 7 (3), 319-336. 
Pretorius, J., 2008. The Security Imaginary: Explaining Military Isomorphism. Secu-
rity Dialogue, 39 (1), 99-120.  
Quarantelli, E. L., ed., 1998. What is a Disaster? Perspective on the Question. Lon-
don: Routledge. 
Ragin, C., 2000. Fuzzy-Set Social Science. Chicago; London: The University of Chica-
go Press.  
Ragin, C., 2008a. Redesigning Social Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and Beyond. Chicago; 
London: University of Chicago Press.  
Ragin, C., 2008b. User’s Guide to Fuzzy-Set / Qualitative Comparative Anlaysis. 
Available from: 
<http://www.u.arizona.edu/~cragin/fsQCA/download/fsQCAManual.pdf> 
.[Accessed 27 July 2012]. 
Ragin, C., 2009.Qualitative Comparative Analysis Using Fuzzy Sets (fsQCA). In: B. 
Rihoux and C. Ragin, eds. Configurational Comparative Methods: Qualita-
Bibliography 
 
 
279 
tive Comparative Analysis (QCA) and Related Techniques. Los Angeles; Lon-
don; New Delhi; Singapore: Sage, 87-123.  
Ramirez, F. O. and Weiss, J., 1979. The Political Incorporation of Women. In: J. W. 
Meyer and M. T. Hannan, eds. National Development and the World System. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 238-49. 
Raustiala, K., 2002. The Architecture of International Cooperation: Transgovernmen-
tal Networks and the Future of International Law. Virginia Journal of Inter-
national Law, 43 (1), 1–92. 
Ravenhill, J., 2005. Global Political Economy. Oxford; New York: Oxford University 
Press. 
Reus-Smit, C,. 1997. The Constitutional Structure of International Society and the 
Nature of Fundamental Institutions. International Organization, 51 (4), 555-
589.   
Reus-Smit, C., 1996. Constructivism. In: S. Burchill, et al., eds. Theories of Interna-
tional Relations. New York: Palgrave, 189-283.   
Rhinard, M, Hollis, S. and Boin, A., 2012. Explaining Civil Protection Cooperation in 
the EU: The Contribution of Public Goods Theory.  European Security, forth-
coming. 
Rhinard, M. and Bassong, R., 2012. Special issue on regional security as a public 
good. European Security, forthcoming 
Rhinard, M. and Brattberg, E., 2011. EU-US Approaches to Pandemic Response. In: 
EU-U.S. Security Strategies: Comparative Scenarios and Recommendations. 
Washington, D.C.: Centre for Strategic and International Studies, May 2011, 
14-17. 
Rhinard, M., 2009. European Cooperation on Future Crises: Toward a Public Good? 
Review of Policy Research, 26 (4), 439-455. 
Rihoux, B. and Ragin, C. C., 2009. Configurational Comparative Methods: Qualita-
tive Comparative Analysis (QCA) and related Techniques. Applied Social Re-
search Methods Series 51. Los Angles; London; New Deli; Singapore: Sage 
Pub. 
Risse-Kappen, T., 1994. Ideas Do Not Float Freely: Transnational Coalitions, Domes-
tic Structures and the End of the Cold War. International Organization, 48 
(Spring), 185–214. 
Risse, T., 2000. “Let’s Argue!”: Communicative Action in World Politics. Interna-
tional Organization, 54 (1), 1-39.  
Risse, T., 2007. Neofunctionalism, European identity, and the puzzles of European 
integration. In: T. Börzel, ed. The Disparity of European Integration: Revisit-
ing Neofunctionalism in Honour of Ernst B. Haas. Oxon; New York: 
Routledge, 75-94.   
Risse, T., 2008. Social Constructivism and European Integration. In: A. Wiener and 
T. Diez, eds. European Integration Theory. Oxford; New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press 
Risse, T., 2010. A Community of Europeans? Transnational Identities and Public 
Spheres. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press.  
Risse, T., Ropp, S. C. and Sikkink, K., eds., 1999. International Norms and Domestic 
Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
Rittberger, V. and Zangl, B., 2006. International Organization: Polity, Politics and 
Policies. Trans. A. Groom. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.  
Rosenberg, M., 2011. Capitals of Every Independent Country. Available from: 
<http://geography.about.com/od/countryinformation/a/capitals.htm> 
.[Accessed 24 May 2012]. 
Rosenthal, U. et al., 1989. Coping with crises: the management of disasters, riots, 
and terrorism. Springfield, Ill., U.S.A.: C.C. Thomas. 
Bibliography 
 
 
280 
Rotberg, R. I., 2003. Africa’s Discontent: Coping with human and natural disasters. 
Report of the World Peace Foundation, 33, 1-62.  
Rothschild, E., 1995. What is Security? Daedalus, 124 (3), 53–98. 
Rueschemeyer, D., 2009. Usable Theory: Analytical Tools for Social and Political 
Research. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press. 
Russett, B., 1967. International Regions and the International System: A Study in 
Political Ecology. Chicago: Rand-MacNally.  
Russett, B., 1998. A Neo-Kantian Perspective: Democracy, Interdependence, and In-
ternational Organizations in Building Security Communities. In: E. Adler and 
M. Barnett, eds. Security Communities. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 368-394. 
Samuelson, P. A., 1954. The Pure Theory of Public Expenditure. Review of Economics 
and Statistics (The MIT Press), 36 (4), 387–389. 
Sandholtz, W. and Stone Sweet, A., eds., 1998. European integration and suprana-
tional governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Sbragia, A., 2008. Review Article: Comparative Regionalism: What Might It Be? 
Journal of Common Market Studies, 46, 29-49.  
Sbragia, A., 2010. Multi-level Governance and Comparative Regionalism. In: H. 
Enderlein, S. Wälti and M. Zürn, eds. Handbook on Multilevel Governance. 
Cheltenham, Nothampton, MA: Edward Elgar Pub, 267-279. 
Schaar, J. H., 1981. Legitimacy in the Modern State. New Brunswick, New Jersey: 
Transaction Pub.  
Scharpf, F. W., 2009. Legitimacy in the multilevel European polity. European Politi-
cal Science Review, 1 (2), 173-204 
Schmitter, P. C., 1970. A Revised Theory of Regional Integration. International Or-
ganization, 24 (4), 836-868.  
Schofer, E., et al., 2004. Sociological Institutionalism and World Society. In: E. 
Amenta, K. Nash and A. Scott, eds. The New Blackwell Companion to Political 
Sociology. New York: Wiley-Blackwell. Available from: < 
http://worldpolity.files.wordpress.com> .[Accessed 5 August 2012].  
Schutz, A., 1954. Concept and Theory Formation in the Social Sciences. Journal of 
Philosophy, 51 (9), 257-273. 
Searle, J. R., 1983. Intentionality: An essay in the philosophy of mind. Cambridge; 
New York; Melbourne: Cambridge University Press.  
Sechrest, L., Babcock, J. and Smith, B., 1993. An Invitation to Methodological Plural-
ism. Evaluation Practice, 14 (3), 227-235. 
Shively, W. P., 2006. Case Selection: Insights for Rethinking Social Inquiry. Political 
Analysis, 14 (3), 344-347. 
Sill, R. and Katzenstein, P. J., 2010a. Analytic Eclecticism: Not Perfect, but Indispen-
sable. Qualitative and Multi-Method Research: Newsletter of the American 
Political Science Association Organized Section for Qualitative and Multi-
Method Research, 8 (2), 19–24. 
Sill, R. and Katzenstein, P. J., 2010b. Beyond Paradigms: Analytical Eclecticism in 
the Study of World Politics. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan. 
Sill, R. and Katzenstein, P. J., 2010c. De-Centering, not Discarding, the “isms”: Some 
Friendly Amendments. International Studies Quarterly, 55 (2), 481-485.  
Simmons, B. A. and Martin, L. L., 2002. International Organizations and Institutions, 
In: T. Risse, B. Simmons and W. Carlsnaes, eds., Handbook of International 
Relations. London; California; India; Singapore: Sage Publications, 192-212.  
Simmons, B. A., 1998. Compliance with International Agreements. Annual Review of 
Political Science, 1 (1), 75-93.  
Simon, H., 1995. Rationality in Political Behavior. Political Psychology, 16 (1), 45-61. 
Bibliography 
 
 
281 
Sirota, B., 2004. Sovereignty and the Southern African Development Community. 
Chicago Journal of International Law, 343-354. 
Slaughter, A., 2004. A New World Order. NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Slim, H., 2012. Humanitarian Ethics in Armed Conflict: Aid Agency Dilemmas and 
Responsibility. Podcast lecture: 19 January. Available from: 
<http://podcasts.ox.ac.uk/people/hugo-slim> .[Accessed 3 July 2012]. 
Smith, M., 2009. European Foreign Policy as a Research Field: An Historical and 
Conceptual Overview. Paper Presented at the 11th Biennial International Con-
ference, Los Angeles, California (April 23-25),1-47. 
Smith, S., 2003. Dialogue and the Reinforcement of Orthodoxy in International Rela-
tions. International Studies Review, 5, 141-143. 
Snidal, D., 1985. Coordination versus Prisoners' Dilemma: Implications for Interna-
tional Cooperation and Regimes. The American Political Science Review, 79 
(4), 923-942. 
Snidal, D., 2002. Rational Choice and International Relations. In: T. Risse, B. Sim-
mons and W. Carlsnaes, eds. Handbook of International Relations. London; 
California; India; Singapore: Sage Publications, 73-95.  
Söderbaum, F. and Shaw, T. M., eds., 2003. Theories of New Regionalism: A Pal-
grave Reader. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.  
Solingen, E., 2008. The Genesis, Design and Effects of Regional Institutions: Lessons 
from East Asia and the Middle East. International Studies Quarterly, 52 (2), 
261-94. 
Stallings, R., 2005. Disaster, Crisis, Collective Stress, And Mass Deprivation. In: R. W. 
Perry and E. L. Quarantelli, eds. What is a disaster? New answers to old ques-
tions .USA: Xlibris Corporation, 237-275. 
Sterling-Folker, J., 2000. Competing Paradigms or Birds of a Feather? Constructiv-
ism and Neoliberal Institutionalism Compared. International Studies Quar-
terly, 44, 97-119.  
Stern, N., 2006. Review Report on the Economics of Climate Change. Available from: 
<http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk> .[Accessed 4 June 2012]. 
Stewart, S. R., 2005. Tropical Cyclone Report: Hurricane Ivan, 2 - 24 September 
2004. National Hurricane Center. Available from: 
<http://www.nhc.noaa.gov/2004ivan.shtml> .[Accessed 24 July 2012]. 
Stokke, O., 2009. The UN and Development: from aid to cooperation. Bloomington; 
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.   
Stone Sweet, Sandholtz, W. and Fligstein, N., eds., 2001. The Institutionalization of 
Europe. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press.  
Stone, R. W., 2009. Institutions, Power, and Interdependence. In: H.V. Milner and A. 
Moravscik, eds. Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World Poli-
tics. Princeton; Oxford: Princeton University Press, 31-50.  
Strand, D. and Meyer, J. W., [1993] 2009. Institutional Conditions for Diffusion. In: 
G. S. Drori and G. Krücken, eds. World Society: The Writings of John W. 
Meyer. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 136-56. 
Striebinger K., 2012. When pigs fly: ECOWAS and the protection of constitutional 
order in events of coups d'état. In: T. A. Börzel, et al., eds. Roads to Regional-
ism: Genesis, Design, and Effects of Regional Organizations. Ashgate, 179-
199. 
Sundelius, B. A., 1977. Trans-governmental Interactions in the Nordic Region. Coop-
eration and Conflict, 12, 63–85. 
Tavares, R., 2010. Regional Security: The Capacity of International Organizations. 
London and New York: Routledge. 
Thomas, A. V. W. and Thomas, A. J., 1963. The organization of American states. Dal-
las: Southern Methodist University Press. 
Bibliography 
 
 
282 
Thorburn, W.  M., 1918. The Myth of Occam's Razor. Mind, 27 (107), 345-353. 
Thucydudes., [1874] 1997. The History of the Peloponnesian War. Trans. By Richard 
Crawley. Hertfordshire: Wordsworth Editions Ltd.   
Tickner, A. J., 2002. Feminist Perspectives on International Relations. In: T. Risse, B. 
Simmons and W. Carlsnaes, eds., Handbook of International Relations. Lon-
don; California; India; Singapore: Sage Publications, 275-292.  
Tow, W. T., and Taylor, B., 2010. What is Asian security architecture? Review of In-
ternational Studies, 36 (01), 95-116.  
Tsebelis, G., 1999. Approaches to the Study of European Politics. ECSA Review, XII 
(2), 2-9. 
UCLA, 2012. FAQ: What is the coefficient of variation? Available from:  
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/mult_pkg/faq/general/coefficient_of_variation
.htm .[Accessed 24 July 2012]. 
Udehn, L., 2002. The Changing Face of Methodological Individualism.  Annual Re-
view of Sociology, 28, 479-507. 
Ullman, R., 1983. Redefining security. International Security, 8 (1), 129–153.  
Urwin, G., 2005. Preventing Conflict: What Role for the Pacific Islands Forum? In: J. 
Henderson and G. Watson, eds. Securing a Peaceful Pacific. Canterbury: Can-
terbury University Press, 13-20.  
Voltaire., [1756] 2003. Poem of the Lisbon Disaster. In: P. Hyland, O. Gomez and F. 
Greensides, eds. The Enlightenment: A Sourcebook and Reader. London; 
New York: Routledge, 75-83.  
Walker, P., 2005. Cracking the code: the genesis, use and future of the Code of Con-
duct. Disasters, 29 (4), 323-336. 
Waltz, K. N., 1979. Theory of international politics. Mass.: Addison-Wesley.  
Warleigh-Lack A. and Van Langenhove, L., 2010. Introduction. Rethinking EU Stud-
ies: The Contribution of Comparative Regionalism. Journal of European In-
tegration, 32 (6), 451-562. 
Warleigh-Lack A., Robinson, N. and Rosamond, B., eds., 2011. New Regionalism and 
the European Union - Dialogues, Comparisons and New Research Direc-
tions. London: Routledge 
Warleigh-Lack, A., 2006. Towards a Conceptual Framework for Regionalisation: 
Bridging “New Regionalism” and “Integration Theory”. Review of Interna-
tional Political Economy, 13 (5), 750-771. 
Weber, K., 1997. Hierarchy amidst anarchy: A transaction costs approach to interna-
tional security cooperation. International Studies Quarterly, 41 (2), 321–340. 
Weber, M., [1930] 2010. The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Trans. by 
Talcott Parsons. London; New York: Routledge.  
Weber, M., [1949] 2011. Methodology of Social Sciences. Trans. and eds. by Edward 
A. Shils and Henry A. Finch. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Pub. 
Wendling, C., 2010. Explaining the Emergence of Different European Union Crisis 
and Emergency Management Structures.  Journal of Contingencies and Crisis 
Management ,18 (2), 74-82. 
Wendt, A., 1987. The agent structure problem in International Relations theory. In-
ternational Organization, 41 (3), 335-370. 
Wendt, A., 1992. Anarchy is what States make of it: The Social Construction of Power 
Politics. International Organization, 46 (2), 391-425. 
Wendt, A., 1999. Social Theory of International Relations. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.  
Wight, C., 2002. Philosophy of Social Science and International Relations. In: T. 
Risse, B. Simmons and W. Carlsnaes, eds., Handbook of International Rela-
tions. London; California; India; Singapore: Sage Publications, 23-52.  
Bibliography 
 
 
283 
Wight, C., 2004. State agency: social action without human activity? Review of Inter-
national Studies, 30, 269-280. 
Wight, C., 2006. Agents, Structures and International Relations: Politics as Ontolo-
gy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
Williams, P. D., 2006. From non-intervention to non-indifference: the origins and 
development of the African Union's security culture. African Affairs, 106 
(423), 253-279. 
Wisner, B. et al., 2004. At Risk: Natural hazards, people’s vulnerability and disas-
ters. 2nd ed. Oxon; New York: Routledge.  
Wodak, R. and Chilton, P., eds., 2005. A New Agenda in (Critical) Discourse Analy-
sis. Amsterdam; The Netherlands: John Benjamin’s B.V.  
7.2. Primary sources 
ACS, 2010. Saint-Marc Plan of Action. 9-10 September. Available from: 
<http://www.acs-
aec.org/Disasters/18th%20SC%20Disasters/English/plan%20de%20accion%
20Saint-marc_en.pdf>.[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
Aguaconsult, 2009. Evaluation of DIPECHO Action Plans for the CARIBBEAN. Main 
Report 21 April. Available from: <http://www.alnap.org/pool/files/erd-3690-
full.pdf> .[Accessed 10 March 2012]. 
APEC, 2005. Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction and Emergency Preparedness and 
Response in the Asia Pacific Region: 2009 to 2015. Available from: 
<http://aimp.apec.org/Documents/2008/TFEP/TFEP1/08_tfep1_012.pdf> 
.[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
ASEAN, 1967. The Bangkok Declaration. Available from: 
<http://www.aseansec.org/1212.htm> .[Accessed 10 March 2012]. 
ASEAN. 1976a, Declaration on Mutual Assistance on Disasters. Available from: 
<http://www.aseansec.org/17455.htm> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
ASEAN, 1976b. Declaration of ASEAN Concord. Available from: 
<http://www.aseansec.org/1216.htm> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
ASEAN, 2003. Declaration of  ASEAN Concord II (Bali Concord II) Available from: 
<http://www.aseansec.org/15159.htm> .[Accessed 2 June 2012]. 
ASEAN, 2004. The ASEAN Regional Programme on Disaster Management. Available 
from: <http://www.aseansec.org/18455.htm> .[Accessed 30 November 2010]. 
ASEAN, 2005a. Agreement on Disaster Management and Emergency Response. 
Available from: 
<http://www.jus.uio.no/english/services/library/treaties/13/13-
02/asean_disaster_management.xml> .[Accessed 30 November 2010]. 
ASEAN, 2005b. Declaration on action to strengthen emergency relief, rehabilitation, 
reconstruction and prevention. Available from: 
<http://www.asean.org/17066.htm> .[Accessed 10 June 2011].  
ASEAN, 2009a. ASEAN Cooperation on Disaster Management. Available from: 
<http://www.aseansec.org/18444.htm> .[Accessed 30 November 2010]. 
ASEAN, 2009b. ASEAN Political-Security Community Blueprint. Available from: 
www.aseansec.org .[Accessed 30 April 2011]. 
ASEAN, 2009c. SASOP – Standard Operating Procedure for Regional Standby Ar-
rangements and Coordination of Joint Disaster Relief and Emergency Re-
sponse Operations. Available from: 
<http://www.aseansec.org/publications/SASOP.pdf> .[Accessed 8 June 
2012]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
284 
ASEAN, 2011a. ASEAN Committee on Disaster Management, ASEAN DRR Portal: 
Raising Disaster Resilience in Southeast Asia. Available from: 
<http://www.aseandrr.net/About/ASEANCommitteeonDisasterManagement.
aspx> .[Accessed 10 March 2012]. 
ASEAN, 2011b. ASEAN DRR Portal: Raising Disaster Resilience in Southeast Asia – 
Disaster Risk Management. Available from: 
<http://aseandrr.net/KnowledgeBase/DRRTopics/Themes/DisasterRiskMan
agement.aspx> .[Accessed 14 August 2011]. 
ASEAN, 2011c. First Press Release of the ASEAN Commission on the Promotion and 
Protection of the Rights of Women and Children (ACWC). Jakarta, 16 June 
2011. Available from: <http://www.asean.org/26409.htm> .[Accessed 10 
March 2012]. 
AU, 2004. Africa Regional Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/4038_africaregionalstrategy1.pdf> .[Accessed 
10 March 2012]. 
AU, 2009. Programme of action for the implementation of the Africa regional strategy 
for disaster risk reduction (2006-2015). Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/13003_versionacceptedbyAUProposedAfricaPr
.pdf> .[Accessed 9 March 2012]. 
AU, 2010a. Declaration of the Second African Ministerial Conference on Disaster Risk 
Reduction. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/13655_MinisterialDeclarationinEnglishadop%5
B1%5D.pdf> .[Accessed 29 August 2011]. 
AU, 2010b. Programme of action for the implementation of the Africa regional strate-
gy for disaster risk reduction (2006-2015). Available from: 
<http://www.ugandaclusters.ug/dwnlds/0502Programs/DisasterPrep/disast
er-
prep/keydocs/disaster_risk_reduction/programme_of_action_for_impleme
nting_african_pgm_on_DRR.pdf>. [Accessed 9 March 2012]. 
AU, 2011a. AUC-World Bank Consultation: Proposed Agenda. Available from: 
<http://www.au.int/en/content/auc-world-bank-consultation-0> .[Accessed 
29 August 2011]. 
AU, 2011b. International Day for Disaster Reduction. Available from: 
<http://www.au.int/en/content/international-day-disaster-reduction-0> 
.[Accessed 10 July 2012].   
AU, 2011c. Press Release: The African Union Special Emergency Assistance Fund for 
Drought and Famine in Africa Approved Emergency Relief Assistance to So-
malia. Available from: 
<http://www.au.int/en/dp/pa/sites/default/files/Press%20Release%20-
%20emergency%20relief%20assistance%20to%20Somalia.pdf> .[Accessed 29 
August 2011]. 
Ban, K., 2009. Opening Video Statement of United Nations Secretary-General Ban 
Ki-moon. Second session of the Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction, 
Geneva, 16-19 June. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/11963_GP09Proceedings.pdf> .[Accessed18 
August 2011]. 
Ban, K., 2010. General Assembly meeting on ‘Strengthening of the Coordination of 
Humanitarian and Disaster Relief Assistance of the United Nations, including 
Special Economic Assistance. Remarks given to the General Assembly, 19 Au-
gust 2010. Available from: 
<http://www.un.org/apps/news/infocus/sgspeeches/search_full.asp?statID=
916> .[Accessed 18 November 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
285 
Ban, K., 2011. General Assembly informal thematic debate on Disaster Risk Reduc-
tion. Remarks given to the General Assembly, 9 February 2011. Available 
from: 
<http://www.un.org/apps/news/infocus/sgspeeches/search_full.asp?statID=
916> .[Accessed 18 November 2011]. 
BEAC, 2012. Joint Committee on Rescue Cooperation in the Barents Region. Availa-
ble from: <http://www.beac.st/?DeptID=8733> .[Accessed 1 August 2012] 
Bellers, R. and McKemey, K., 2000. Evaluation of the DIPECHO Action plans imple-
mented in the Caribbean. Available from: 
<http://www.alnap.org/pool/files/erd-3630-full.pdf> .[Accessed 21 March 
2012]. 
Bettencourt, S., et al., 2006. Not if but When: Adapting to natural hazards in the Pa-
cific Islands region – A policy note. The World Bank East Asia and Pacific Re-
gion Pacific Islands Country Management Unit. Available from: 
<http://web.worldbank.org/> .[Accessed 21 March 2012]. 
Borton, N., et al., 2001. Draft Regional Multi-Sectoral Disaster Management Strategy. 
Sponsored by the UNDP for the SADC Disaster Management Mechanism. 
Available from: www.unisdr.org/africa/af-partners/docs/sadc-strategy.pdf> 
.[Accessed  2 June 2011]. 
CAN, 2004. Andean Strategy for Disaster Prevention and Relief. Decision 591, July 
10. Available from: 
<http://www.comunidadandina.org/ingles/normativa/D591e.htm> 
.[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
Candeloro, A., 2010. PPRD South Programme: Algeria – The Important role of wom-
en in the Algerian Civil Protection. Available from: 
<http://www.euromedcp.eu/en/countries/algeria/447-the-important-role-of-
women-in-the-algerian-civil-protection.htm>l .[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
Carby, B., 2011. Caribbean Implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action: HFA 
Mid-Term Review. United Nations Development Programme: Disaster Risk 
Reduction Centre, University of the West Indies.  
CARICOM, 1990. The Kingston Declaration. Available from: 
<http://www.caricom.org/jsp/communications/meetings_statements/kingst
on_declaration.jsp?menu=communications> .[Accessed 10 June 2011]. 
CARICOM, 1991. Agreement Establishing the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Re-
sponse Agency (CDERA). Available from: 
<http://www.caricom.org/jsp/secretariat/legal_instruments/agreement_cde
ra.jsp?menu=secretariat> .[Accessed 18 May 2011]. 
CARICOM, 2001. Comprehensive Approach for disaster management in the Caribbe-
an Project: A Strategy and Results Framework for Comprehensive Disaster 
Management in the Caribbean. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/2518_CDMStrategyFDF.pdf> 
.[Accessed 8 June 2011]. 
CARICOM, 2005. Caribbean Community Regional Programme Framework 2005-
2015. Available from: 
<http://cdm.cdera.org/cccdm/2006/downloads/Caribbean%20Community%
20Regional%20Programme%20Framework%202005-2015.pdf> .[Accessed 11 
June 2011]. 
CARICOM, 2006. Treaty on Security Assistance among CARICOM Member States. 
Available from: 
<http://www.caricom.org/jsp/secretariat/legal_instruments/treaty_securi
ty_assistance.pdf> .[Accessed 8 June 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
286 
CARICOM, 2007. Comprehensive Disaster Management: Strategy and Programme 
Framework 2007-2012. Available from: www.fao.org/.../25488-
01c9bb70e364ba4a7a6a6bca2d2513b92.pdf> .[Accessed 8 June 2011]. 
CARICOM, 2008. Agreement Establishing the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Man-
agement Agency. Available from: 
<http://www.caricom.org/jsp/secretariat/legal_instruments/agreement_cde
ma.pdf> .[Accessed 18 May 2011]. 
CARICOM, 2010. CDERA to CDEMA: The Transition Years. Vol. I: 2007-2008: Car-
ibbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency. Available from: 
<http://www.cdema.org/flipbook/cdema.htm> .[Accessed 18 May 2011]. 
CARICOM, 2011. Nominations now open for CDEMA 20th Anniversary Awards. 
Available from: 
<http://www.cdema.org/index.php?option=com_contentandview=articleand
id=976:cdema-20th-anniversary-awardsandcatid=35:press-releases> 
.[Accessed 18 May 2011]. 
CBSS, 2012. EUROBALTIC Programme for Civil Protection in the Baltic Sea Region. 
Available from: 
<http://www.territorialcooperation.eu/frontpage/show/1221> .[Accessed 1 
August 2012]. 
CDB, 1998. Strategy and Operational Guidelines for Natural Disaster Management. 
Caribbean Development Bank. Available from: <www.caribank.org> 
.[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
CDERA, 2009. European Commission and Caribbean discuss a platform for regional 
co-operation in the field of disaster management and civil protection. CDERA 
News   Centre, Barbados, 28 May. Available from: 
<http://www.cdera.org/cunews/news/barbados/article_2346.php> 
.[Accessed 18 August 2011]. 
CEI, 1996. Cooperation agreement on the forecast, prevention and mitigation of 
natural and technological disasters. Available from: 
<http://iea.uoregon.edu/page.php?format=print&query=treaty_info&mitch_
id=3133> .[Accessed 5 August 2012]. 
CERF, 2006. What is CERF? Central Emergency Response Fund, United Nations. 
Available from: 
<http://ochaonline.un.org/cerf/WhatistheCERF/tabid/3534/language/en-
US/Default.aspx> .[Accessed 14 November 2011]. 
CoE, 1987. EUR-OPA Major Hazards Agreement. Available from:  
<http://www.coe.int/T/E/Cultural_Co-operation/Disasters/> .[Accessed 20 
March 2012]. 
Collymore, J., 2001. Opening remarks from Jeremy Collymore. CDERA CDM Region-
al Conference, 6 June 2001, Barbados. Available from: 
<http://www.cdera.org/projects/cdm/cdmconfremarks1.php> .[Accessed 17 
November 2011]. 
DPPI SEE, 2000. Disaster Preparedness and Prevention Initiative. Available from:  
<http://www.dppi.info/aboutus> .[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
ECHO, 2004. Agreements for Humanitarian aid awarded in 2010 by ECHO. Available 
from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/funding/agreements/agreements_2004.pd> 
.[Accessed 17 November 2011]. 
ECO, 1996. Treaty of Izmir. Available from: 
www.ecosecretariat.org/ftproot/Documents/Basics/Treaty_of_Izmir.doc 
.[Accessed 5 September 2011]. 
ECO, 2006. Baku Declaration. The 9th Summit Declaration. Baku 5 May 2006. Avail-
able from: <http://www.ecosecretariat.org/> .[Accessed 31 August 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
287 
ECO, 2007. Memorandum of Understanding between the Economic Cooperation Or-
ganization (ECO) and the United Nations secretariat of the international 
strategy for disaster reduction (UN/ISDR), Tehran, 9th May 2007. Available 
from: <http://www.ecosecretariat.org/> .[Accessed 26 August 2011]. 
ECO, 2008a. Recommendations. Third ECO International Conference on DRM. 7-8 
October 2008, Tehran, Iran. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/3554_Conferencerecomm.pdf > 
.[Accessed 19 July 2012]. 
ECO, 2008b. Regional Center for risk management of Natural Disasters 2008. Avail-
able from: <http://www.eco-rcrm.ir/> .[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
ECO, 2008c. Stabilization of Regional Center for Disaster Risk Management in IRAN 
(ECO-RCRM), ECO Regional Center for Risk Management of Natural Disas-
ters. Available from: <http://www.eco-rcrm.ir/show=14> .[Accessed 31 Au-
gust 2011]. 
ECO, 2009. Tehran Declaration. The 10th Summit Declaration, Tehran 11 March 
2009. Available from: <http://www.ecosecretariat.org/> .[Accessed 31 August 
2011]. 
ECO, 2010a. Istanbul Declaration. The 11th Summit Declaration, Istanbul 23 Decem-
ber 2010. Available from: <http://www.ecosecretariat.org/> .[Accessed 31 
August 2011]. 
ECO, 2010b. Status Report of Agreements/MoUs Signed by the ECO member states. 
Available from: 
<http://www.ecosecretariat.org/ftproot/Documents/Stat_ECO_Agree_MOU.
htm> .[Accessed 31 August 2011]. 
EEA, 2011. Mapping the impacts of natural hazards and technological accidents in 
Europe: An overview of the last decade. EEA Technical report, 13/2010, 1-145. 
Egeland, J., 2005. Opening Statement by Mr. Jan Egeland, Under-Secretary General 
for Humanitarian Affairs, United Nations. World Conference on Disaster Re-
duction, 18 January 2005. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/2005/wcdr/thematic-sessions/WCDR-proceedings-
of-the-Conference.pdf> .[Accessed 10 August 2011]. 
El Mallah, F., 2011a. Key Achievements and DRR Priorities within the League of Arab 
States System. Presentation. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/globalplatform/entry_presentation~gl
obalplatformigolaskeyachievindrr9mayfinal.pdf> .[Accessed 2 June 2011].  
El Mallah, F., 2011b. Statement of the League of Arab States. Third session of the 
global platform for disaster risk reduction, 11 May. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/globalplatform/leagueofarabstatesoffic
ialstatement.pdf> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
EM-DAT, 2009. EM-DAT Glossary. Available from: <http://emdat.be/glossary/9> 
.[Accessed 15 June 2011]. 
EM-DAT, 2010. Number of people reported killed by natural disasters: 1900-2010, 
Natural Disasters Trends. The International Disaster Database, Centre for Re-
search on the Epidemiology of Disasters – CRED. Available from: 
<http://www.emdat.be/natural-disasters-trends> .[Accessed 15 June 2011]. 
EM-DAT, 2011a. Disaster Trends. Available from: <http://www.emdat.be/> 
.[Accessed 31 July 2012]. 
EM-DAT, 2011b. The International Disaster Database: Centre for Research on the 
Epidemiology of Disasters – CRED: Advanced Search. Available from: 
<http://www.emdat.be/advanced-search> .[Accessed 3 February 2012]. 
EPPR, 2012. Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response: A working group of 
the Arctic Council. Aviable from: < http://eppr.arctic-council.org/> 
.[Accessed 1 August 2012]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
288 
EU, 2012. Humanitarian aid and Civil Protection: International Co-operation. Availa-
ble from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/echo/about/international_cooperation_en.htm> 
.[Accessed 1 August 2012]. 
EUPPRD, 2011. Fifth PPRD South training workshop on flood risk management. 
Available from: < 
http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-
events/events/v.php?id=17748> .[Accessed 1 August 2012]. 
European Commission, 2003. The European Union and the United Nations: The 
choice of multilateralism. COM (2003) 526 final.  
European Commission, 2004. Commission Decision of 29 December 2003 laying 
down rules for the implementation of Council Decision 2001/792/EC, Eurat-
om establishing a Community mechanism to facilitate reinforced cooperation 
in civil protection assistance interventions. 2004/277/EC, Euratom.  
European Commission, 2006. The Evaluation of Risks, Vulnerabilities and Response 
Capacity in the Mercosur Countries and Associated Country Chile: Ex Ante 
Evaluation Report. Available from: 
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/evaluation/2006/dipecho_mercosur.pdf 
.[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
European Commission, 2007. Commission Decision of 8 August 2007 laying down 
rules for the implementation of the provisions on transport in Council Deci-
sion 2007/162/EC, Euratom establishing a Civil Protection Financial Instru-
ment. 2007/606/EC, Euratom.  
European Commission, 2008a. Commission Decision of 20 December 2007 amend-
ing Decision 2004/277/EC, Euratom as regards rules for the implementation 
of Council Decision 2007/779/EC, Euratom establishing a Community civil 
protection mechanism. 2008/73/EC, Euratom.  
European Commission, 2008b. EU Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction in Develop-
ing Countries (working title). Issues Paper, 15/4/2008. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/Consultation5_issues
_paper_EUStrategyFortDisaster_en.pdf> .[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
European Commission, 2009. EU Strategy for supporting disaster risk reduction in 
developing countries. Communication from the Commission to the Council 
and the European Parliament. COM(2009) 84 final, Brussels, February 23.  
European Commission, 2010a. Commission Decision of 29 July 2010 amending Deci-
sion 2004/277/EC, Euratom as regards rules for the implementation of Coun-
cil Decision 2007/779/EC, Euratom establishing a Community civil protection 
mechanism. 2010/481/EU, Euratom.  
European Commission, 2010b. Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection. Available 
from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/echo/civil_protection/civil/prote/mechanism.htm> 
.[Accessed 3 December 2010]. 
European Commission, 2011. Commission staff working paper Impact Assessment - 
2011 review of the Civil Protection regulatory framework. Brussels, 20 De-
cember 2011. SEC(2011) 1632 final. 
European Commission, 2012a. Call for tenders: Exercises on civil protection modules, 
technical assistance and support teams and European Union civil protection 
teams. Available from: 
<ec.europa.eu/echo/files/funding/14h30%20presentation.ppt> .[Accessed 29 
July 2012]. 
European Commission, 2012b. EU Solidarity Fund. Available from: 
http://www.statewatch.org/news/2012/jan/eu-com-civil-protection-
mechanism-18919-add2-11.pdf .[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
289 
<http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm 
.[Accessed 15 January 2012]. 
European Commission, 2012c. The EU and the Millennium Development Goals. 
Available from: <http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/millenium-
development-goals/index_en.htm>. [Accessed 7 March 2012]. 
European Council, 1987. Resolution of the Council and the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council of 25 June 
1987 on the introduction of Community Cooperation on Civil Protection. 87/C 
176/01.  
European Council, 1989. Resolution of the Council and the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council of 13 Febru-
ary 1989 on the new developments in Community Cooperation on Civil Pro-
tection. 89/C 44/03. 
European Council, 1990a. Resolution of the Council and the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council of 23 Novem-
ber 1990 on Community cooperation on civil protection. 90/C 315/01.  
European Council, 1990b. Resolution of the Council and the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council of 23 Novem-
ber 1990 on improving mutual aid between Member States in the event of a 
natural or man-made disaster. 90/C 315/02. 
European Council, 1991. Resolution of the Council and of the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council of 8 July 1991 
on improving mutual aid between Member States in the event of natural or 
technological disaster.91/C 198/01. 
European Council, 1992. The Maastricht Treaty: Provisions amending the Treaty Es-
tablishing the European Economic Community with a view to Establishing the 
European Community. Available from: 
<http://www.eurotreaties.com/maastrichtec.pdf> .[Accessed 8 June 2011]. 
European Council, 1994. Resolution of the Council and the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council, of 31 October 
1994 on strengthening Community cooperation on civil protection. 94/C 
313/01.  
European Council, 1997. Council Decision of 19 December 1997 establishing a Com-
munity action programme in the field of civil protection. 98/22/EC.  
European Council, 1999. Council Decision establishing a Community action pro-
gramme in the field of Civil Protection (2000-2004). 1999/847/EC.  
European Council, 2000. Regulation (EC) No 2493/2000 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on measures to promote the full integration of the envi-
ronmental dimension in the development process of developing countries. 
Brussels, 15 November 2000.  
European Council, 2001a. Council Decision of 23 October 2001 establishing a Com-
munity mechanism to facilitate reinforced cooperation in civil protection as-
sistance interventions. 2001/792/EC, Euratom.  
European Council, 2001b. Resolution of the Council and of the representatives of the 
Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council of 26 Febru-
ary 2001 on strengthening the capabilities of the European Union in the field 
of civil protection. 2001/C 82/01.  
European Council, 2002a. Council Resolution of 19 December 2002 on special civil 
protection assistance to outermost and isolated regions, to insular regions, to 
regions which are not easily accessible, and to sparsely populated regions, in 
the European Union. 2003/C 24/03.  
European Council, 2002b. Council Resolution of 28 January 2002 on reinforcing 
cooperation in the field of civil protection training. 2002/C 43/01. 
Bibliography 
 
 
290 
European Council, 2003. Council Resolution of 22 December 2003 on strengthening 
Community cooperation in the field of civil protection research. 2004/C 8/02.  
European Council, 2006. Council Decision of 8 November 2007 establishing a Com-
munity Civil Protection Mechanism (recast) Text with EEA relevance. 
2007/779/EC, Euratom.  
European Council, 2007a. Council Decision establishing a Civil Protection Financial 
Instrument. 2007/162/EC, Euratom.  
European Council, 2007b. Council Decision establishing a Community Civil Protec-
tion Mechanism (recast). 2007/779/EC.  
European Council, 2007c. Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
the assessment and management of flood risks. 2007/60/EC. 
European Council, 2007d. Treaty of Lisbon: Amending the treaty of the European 
Union and the Treaty Establishing the European Community, Signed at Lis-
bon, 13 December 2007.  
European Council, 2008. Consolidated Version of the Treaty of the Functioning of the 
European Union. 25 March 1957. C 115/49. 
European Council, 2011a. Council conclusions on Integrated flood management with-
in the European Union. 3085th Justice and Home Affairs council meeting, 
Brussels 12 May 2011. 
European Council, 2011b. Council conclusions on the development of the external 
dimension of the European Programme for Critical Infrastructure Protection. 
Available from: 
<http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/jha
/122503.pdf> .[Accessed 8 March 2012]. 
European Parliament, 2005. Climate Change and Natural Disasters: Scientific evi-
dence of a possible relation between recent natural disasters and climate 
change (Briefing Note). IP/A/ENVI/FWC/2005-35. Available from: 
<http://www.europarl.europa.eu>.[Accessed 15 July 2012].  
European Parliament, 2010. European Parliament resolution of 23 November 2010 
on civilian-military cooperation and the development of civilian-military ca-
pabilities. 2010/2071(INI); 2012/C 99 E/02.  
Flood-Wise, 2011. Project Update. Cross border river basin management. Available 
from: <http://floodwise.eu/assets/marijnlbok/files/FLOOD-
WISE%20Update%20WG-F%20March%202011%20final.pdf>.[Accessed 9 
December 2011]. 
Gelfand, J., Partl, D. and Felix, J., 2009. Evaluation of DIPECHO Action Plans for the 
Caribbean – Main Report. Available from: 
<http://www.alnap.org/pool/files/erd-3690-full.pdf >.[Accessed 8 March 
2012]. 
Georgieva, K., 2010a. How can we respond to a world where the frequency and inten-
sity of disasters is increasing? Brussels 18 October 2010. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-
2014/georgieva/pdf/insurance_speech_20111018_en.pdf> .[Accessed 29 July 
2012]. 
Georgieva, K., 2010b. Institutional challenges for the EU’s growing political power. 
Security and Defence Day, Brussels 30 November. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-
2014/georgieva/index_en.htm>.[Accessed 18 August 2011]. 
Georgieva, K., 2010c. Universal Human Rights at the heart of common cultural herit-
age. New York, 24 September 2010. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-2014/georgieva/index_en.htm>  
.[Accessed 18 August 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
291 
Georgieva, K., 2010d. Women, Peace and Security. New York, United Nations, Minis-
terial-level meeting. 25 September. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-
2014/georgieva/index_en.htm>.[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
Georgieva, K., 2011a. ASEAN and the European Union – new strategies and coopera-
tion in disaster management. Public speech during visit to Indonesia, Jakarta, 
Indonesia, 12 September 2011. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-
2014/georgieva/index_en.htm>.[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
Georgieva, K., 2011b. Our changing world and what it means for international hu-
manitarian action. International Conference organized by the Order of Malta, 
27-28 January. Available from: 
<http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=SPEECH/11/53a
ndtype=HTM>L .[Accessed 18 August 2011]. 
GFDRR, 2012. Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery. Available from: 
<http://www.google.com/search?client=safariandrls=enandq=GFDRRandie=
UTF-8andoe=UTF-8> .[Accessed 7 March 2012]. 
González, P., 2011. Official Statement of the General Secretariat of the OAS as the 
Third Session of the Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction. Geneva, 
Switzerland 11 May 2011. Available from: < www.preventionweb.net> 
.[Accessed 7 March 2012]. 
H. R. H. Turki Bin Nasser Bin Abdulaziz, A., 2009. Address at the Second Global Re-
form for Disaster Risk Reduction. Geneva 16-19 June 2009. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/globalplatform/AbdulAzizAlSaud[1].pd
f> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
Howorth, R., 2011. Opening Address. 3rd Session of the Pacific Platform for Disaster 
Risk Management, 1st August 2011. Available from: 
<http://www.pacificdisaster.net/pdnadmin/data/original/PPDRM2011_S1_S
OPAC_RH_OpeningFinal_lr.pdf> .[Accessed 18 August 2011]. 
Humanitarian Standards for Aid Workers, 2012. Available from: 
<http://www.jointstandards.org/> .[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
IASC, 2011. IASC Guidelines Common Operational Datasets (CODs) in Disaster Pre-
paredness and Response. Available from: 
<http://reliefweb.int/node/388479>.[Accessed 10 June 2011]. 
IFRC, 1994. The Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement and Non- Governmental Organisations (NGOs) in Disaster Relief. 
Available from: <http://www.ifrc.org/Global/Publications/disasters/code-of-
conduct/code-english.pdf>.[Accessed 14 November 2011]. 
IFRC, 1996. The Fundamental Principles of the Red Cross and Red Crescent. Availa-
ble from: <http://www.icrc.org/eng/assets/files/other/icrc_002_0513.pdf> 
.[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
IFRC, 2011. Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement and NGOs in Disaster Relief: List of signatories. Available from: 
<http://www.ifrc.org/Global/Publications/disasters/code-of-
conduct/codeconduct_signatories.pdf> .[Accessed 14 November 2011]. 
IGAD, 2000. Regional Disaster Preparedness Strategy. Available from: 
<ochaonline.un.org> .[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
IGAD, 2002. Disaster Risk Management Program in the IGAD Region. Volume IV; 
Project 3: Improvement of Regional Collaboration in Disaster Risk Manage-
ment. Available from: <www.UNISDR.org>.[Accessed 3 February 2011]. 
IISD, 2011. News: ECOSOC Emphasizes Role of Dialogue with Regional Commissions 
in Cooperation and Development. Available from: 
<http://uncsd.iisd.org/news/ecosoc-emphasizes-role-of-dialogue-with-
Bibliography 
 
 
292 
regional-commissions-in-cooperation-and-development/> .[Accessed 14 No-
vember 2011]. 
IOC, 1997. Earthquakes and tsunamis: high school textbook. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-events/edu-
materials/v.php?id=3944> .[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
ISADR, 2008. Report on the status of Disaster Risk Reduction in the Sub-Saharan 
Africa Region. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/publications/v.php?id
=2229> .[Accessed 14 November 2011]. 
ITCILO, 2010. Local governments and disaster risk reduction: good practices and 
lessons learned. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/publications/v.php?id
=13627> .[Accessed 10 July 2012].   
Jönsson, L., 2010. The Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency. MSB presentation: part-
nership SADC meeting. Available from: <ochaonline.un.org> .[Accessed 10 
July 2012].   
Kamal, A., 2009. Progress of the HFA Implementation in the ASEAN Region. Pre-
sented at the Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction, Geneva, 16-19 June 
2009. Available from:  
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/globalplatform/ASEANreportforGP.pd
f> .[Accessed 6 November 2011].   
LAS, 1987. Arab Cooperation Agreement Regulating and Facilitating Relief Opera-
tions Arab League, Decision No. 39 (unofficial translation). Available from: 
<http://www.ifrc.org/Docs/idrl/I644EN.pdf>.[Accessed 10 June 2011]. 
LAS, 2007. The Arab Ministerial Declaration on Climate Change. Available from:  
<http://css.escwa.org.lb/SDPD/1164/MinisterialdeclarationonCC.pdf>.[Acce
ssed 2 June 2011]. 
LAS, 2011. Arab Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction 2020. Available from:   
<http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/18903> .[Accessed 2 June 
2011]. 
Malteser International, 2011. Regional workshop on goof practices and policies in 
CBDRR in South East Asia. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-
events/events/v.php?id=20959> .[Accessed 1 August 2012]. 
Maroofi, Y. M., 2011. Statement by H.E. Mr. M. Yahya Maroofi, the ECO Secretary 
General on the Occasion of 21st Meeting of the ECO Regional Planning Council 
(RPC), Tehran, 17-19 May 2011. Available from:  
<http://www.ecosecretariat.org/>.[Accessed 5 September 2011]. 
Marr, S., 2010. The story of the ASEAN-LED coordination in Myanmar: Compassion 
in Action. ASEAN Secretariat, Jakarta, Indonesia.  
Mercosur, 2009. Reunión Especializada de Reducción de Riesgos de Desastres Socio-
naturales, la Defencsa Civil, la Protección Civil y la Asistencia Humanitaria, 
MERCOSUR/CMC/DEC. No 03/09. Available from:  
<http://www.sice.oas.org/trade/mrcsrs/decisions/DEC0309_s.pdf>.[Accesse
d 2 June 2011]. 
MFA Japan, 2011. The Third Session of the Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduc-
tion, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan. Available from:  
<http://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/un/gpdrr1105.htm>.[Accessed 27 September 
2011]. 
Mothae, T., 2010. Opening Address of the 2010 Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) Pre-
paredness and Planning Workshop in Report on the SADC Disaster Risk Re-
duction and Preparedness Planning Workshop. Gaborone, Botswana, 5 Octo-
ber. Available from:  
Bibliography 
 
 
293 
<http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/Full_report_101.pdf
> .[Accessed 21 March 2012]. 
NATO, 1998. EAPC policy on Enhanced Practical Cooperation in the Field of Interna-
tional Disaster Relief. Available from:  
<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_52057.htm> .[Accessed 20 
March 2012]. 
Newsday, 1973. Death in the Sun. Published 2 September 1973, in Africa’s Discontent: 
Coping with human and natural disasters, edited by Robert I. Rotberg, 15-17, 
Report of the World Peace Foundation 33. 
Nordic Council, 2002. Nordic public health preparedness agreement. Available from: 
< http://www.norden.org/en/about-nordic-co-
operation/agreements/treaties-and-agreements/social-and-health-
care/nordic-public-health-preparedness-agreement/>.[Accessed 1 August 
2012]. 
OAS, 1991. Inter-American Convention to Facilitate Disaster Assistance. Twenty-first 
regular Session of the General Assembly of the Organization of American 
States, Santiago, Chile. 06/07/1991. Available from: 
<http://www.oas.org/juridico/english/treaties/a-54.htm>.[Accessed 24 Au-
gust 2011].   
OAS, 1994. Summit of the Americas Plan of Action. First Summit of the Americas, 9-
11 December 1994, Miami, Florida. Available from: <http://www.summit-
americas.org/miamiplan.htm> .[Accessed 26 August 2011]. 
OAS, 1995a. Statutes of the Inter-American Emergency Aid Fund (FONDEM). 
AG/RES. 1327 (XXV-0/95).  
OAS, 1995b. White Helmets, AG/RES. 1351 (XXV-O/95). Available from:   
<http://www.oas.org/EN/PINFO/RES/RESGA95/agd1351.htm>.[Accessed 
26 August 2011]. 
OAS, 1999. OAS Natural Disaster Reduction And Response Mechanisms. AG/RES. 
1682 (XXIX-O/99).  
OAS, 2000. Measures to encourage the Timely Payment of Quotas. AG/RES. 1757 
(XXX-0/00). Available from:  
<http://www.oas.org/juridico/english/agres_1757_xxxo00.htm>.[Accessed 
26 August 2011]. 
OAS, 2001. The Council of the Organization of American States: Committee on Hemi-
spheric Security. Available from: 
<http://www.oas.org/csh/english/newintro.asp> .[Accessed 24 August 2011]. 
OAS, 2002. Natural Disaster Reduction. AG/RES. 1885 (XXXII-O/02).  
OAS, 2003a. Declaration on Security in the Americas. Available from:  
<http://www.oas.org/documents/eng/DeclaracionSecurity_102803.asp>.[Ac
cessed 26 August 2011]. 
OAS, 2003b. Inter American Committee for Natural Disaster Reduction (IACNDR); 
Inter-American Strategic Plan for Policy on Vulnerability Reduction, Risk 
Management and Disaster Response (IASP). Available from:  
<http://www.oas.org/dsd/Documents/CP_3737%28IASP%29_CP11553.pdf>
.[Accessed 6 September 2011]. 
OAS, 2003c. Natural Disaster Reduction. AG/RES. 1955 (XXXIII-0/03). Available 
from:  <http://www.oas.org/juridico/english/ga03/agres_1955.htm> 
.[Accessed 6 September 2011]. 
OAS, 2005a. Mar del Plata Plan of Action: Fourth Summit of the Americas. Available 
from: <http://www.state.gov/p/wha/rls/60503.htm>.[Accessed 25 August 
2011]. 
OAS, 2005b. Natural Disaster Reduction and Risk Management. AG/RES. 2114 
(XXXV-O/05).  
Bibliography 
 
 
294 
OAS, 2005c. Reducing the Risks of Natural Disaster through Hemispheric Coopera-
tion. Note by the Secretary General, November 2005. 
http://www.oas.org/dsd/publications/NaturalHazards/DisastersReport-
FINAL_OCT25_.pdf 
OAS, 2006a. Coordination of Volunteers in the Hemisphere in Response to Natural 
Disasters and the Fight Against Hunger and Poverty – White Helmets Initia-
tive. AG/RES. 2165 (XXXVI-O/06). 
OAS, 2006b. Inter-American Program for Sustainable Development (2006-2009), 
First Inter-American Meeting of Ministers and High-Level Authorities on Sus-
tainable Development, 4-5 December 2006, Santa Cruz de la Sierra, Bolivia. 
Available from: <http://www.oas.org/dsd/Documents/PIDSeng.pdf> 
.[Accessed 25 August 2011]. 
OAS, 2006c. Natural Disaster Reduction, Risk Management, and Assistance in Natu-
ral and Other Disaster Situations. AG/RES,2184(XXXVI-0/06).  
OAS, 2007a. Annual Report of the Secretary General. Available from:   
<http://www.oas.org/SGInfAnual/2007/English/15_OTHERAUTONOMOUS
_DECENTRALIZED_ORGANS.pdf> .[Accessed 24 August 2011]. 
OAS, 2007b. Natural Disaster Reduction, Risk Management, and Assistance in Natu-
ral and Other Disaster Situations. AG/RES. 2314 (XXXVII-O/07). 
OAS, 2008a. Coordination of Volunteers in the Hemisphere in Response to Natural 
Disasters and the Fight Against Hunger and Poverty - White Helmets Initia-
tive. AG/RES. 2372 (XXXVIII-O/08).  
OAS, 2008b. Simon Bolivar Humanitarian Task Force. AG/RES. 2373 (XXXVIII-
0/08).  
OAS, 2009. Existing Mechanisms For Disaster Prevention And Response And Hu-
manitarian Assistance Among The Member States. AG/RES. 2492 (XXXIX-
O/09). 
OAS, 2010a. Annual Report of the Secretary General 2010. Available from:  
<http://scm.oas.org/pdf>s/2011/AG05411E.pdf>.[Accessed 24 August 2011]. 
OAS, 2010b. Existing Mechanisms for Disaster Prevention and Response and Hu-
manitarian Assistance among the Member States. AG/RES. 2610 (XL-O/10).  
OAS, 2011a. Concepts of security in the Hemisphere: Introduction. Available from:  
<http://wmoas.shss.cofc.edu/z_Final_Second_2011.pdf> .[Accessed 26 Au-
gust 2011]. 
OAS, 2011b. Existing Mechanisms For Disaster Prevention And Response And 
Humanitarian Assistance Among The Member States. AG/RES. 2647 (XLI-O/11). 
OAS, 2011c. Washington Model Organization of American States General Assembly: 
Final Packet Second Committee. Available from: 
<http://wmoas.shss.cofc.edu/z_Final_Second_2011.pdf> .[Accessed 26 Au-
gust 2011]. 
OAS.,2011d. Creation of the Inter-American Team of Consultant of Natural Disaster 
Counteraction. Available from: 
<http://wmoas.shss.cofc.edu/z_Final_Second_2011.pdf> .[Accessed 7 June 
2011]. 
OAS, 2012. Washington Model Organization of American States General Assembly: 
Final Packet Second Committee. Available from: 
<http://prosper.cofc.edu/~wmoas/Second_Committee_FNAL_Packet_2012.
pdf>  .[Accessed 1 August 2012]. 
Officer, L. H. and Williamson, S. H., 2011. The Annual Consumer Price Index for the 
United States, 1774-2011. MeasuringWorth. Available from:  
<www.measuringworth.com/uscpi/> .[Accessed 2 December 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
295 
OneResponse,  2011. Cluster Approach. Available from:   
<http://oneresponse.info/Coordination/ClusterApproach/Pages/Cluster%20
Approach.aspx> .[Accessed 14 November 2011]. 
PIF, 1975. Regional Natural Disaster Relief Fund. Available from:   
<http://www.forumsec.org.fj> .[Accessed 24 August 2011]. 
PIF, 1997. Aitutaki Declaration on Regional Security Cooperation. Available from:    
<www.forumsec.org> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
PIF, 2002. Nasonini Declaration. Available from:    
<http://www.forumsec.org.fj/resources/uploads/attachments/documents/Na
sonini%20Declaration.pdf> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
PIF, 2003. Risk Financing for Disasters. Forum Economic Ministers Meeting, Session 
3 paper. Available from: <www.forumsec.org> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
PIF, 2005. An Investment for Sustainable Development in Pacific Islands Countries: 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Disaster Management – Building the Resilience 
of Nations and Communities to Disasters: A Framework for Action 2005-
2015. Madang, Papua New Guinea, 6-8 June 2005. Available from: 
<www.sopac.int> .[Accessed 15 November]. 
PIF, 2009a. Economic costs of natural disasters in the Pacific Islands Region and 
measures to address them (out of session paper). Forum Economic Minsters’ 
Meeting, Rarotonga, Cook Islands, 27-28 October. Available from: 
<http://www.sopac.org> .[Accessed 15 July 2012]. 
PIF, 2009b. Regional Natural Disaster Relief Fund (RNDRF) guidelines. Available 
from: <http://www.forumsec.org/pages.cfm/documents/funding-assistance-
1/> .[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
Pituwan, S., 2010. Message from the Secretary-General of ASEAN on the Occasion of 
the 2010 ASEAN Day for Disaster Management and International Day for 
Disaster Reduction, Bangkok, 13 October 2010. Available from:  
<http://www.asean.org/25348.htm> .[Accessed 12 November 2011]. 
Pratt, C., 2005. Foreword. In: Twelfth Pacific Regional Disaster Management Meet-
ing: Summery Record. Madang Resort Hotel, Madang, Papua New Guinea. 
Available from: 
<www.pacificdisaster.net/pdnadmin/data/original/MR0601.pdf> :  
.[Accessed 2 June 2011]. 
 PreventionWeb, 2012. Academic Programs. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-
events/academics/> .[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
Ramdin, A., 2009. Remarks by Ambassador Albert Ramdin, Assistant Secretary Gen-
eral of the OAS. 2nd Session of the Global Platform for Disaster Reduction, Ge-
neva, Switzerland 16-19 June. Available from: 
http://www.oas.org/en/about/speeches_assistant_secretary_general.asp> 
.[Accessed 2 March 2012]. 
Reuters, 2009. Heaviest rains in 80 years kill 31 in Turkey, Wednesday 9 September 
2009. Available from: 
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2009/09/09/idUSL9701772> .[Accessed 
29 August 2011]. 
Riley, E., 2011. Opening Remarks by Elizabeth Riley, CDEMA, Deputy Executive Di-
rector (Ag) at the launch of the 2011 Global Assessment Report in Disaster 
Risk Reduction. Available from: 
<http://www.cdema.org/index.php?option=com_contentandview=categorya
ndlayout=blogandid=38andItemid=116> .[Accessed 21 November 2011]. 
SAARC, 2006. SAARC Disaster Management Framework. Available from: 
<http://saarc-sdmc.nic.in/framework.asp .[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
296 
SADC, 1999. Protocol on Health. Available from: 
<http://www.sadc.int/index/browse/page/152>.[Accessed 8 June 2012]. 
SADC, 2001a. Draft Regional Multi-Sectoral Disaster Management Strategy. Availa-
ble from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/17934_asdrrfinalenglishjanuary2011.pdf> 
.[Accessed 7 March 2012]. 
SADC, 2001b. Protocol on Politics, Defence and Security Co-Operation. Available 
from: <http://www.SADCint/index/browse/page/157> .[Accessed 7 June 
2011]. 
SADC, 2002. Regional Programme for Food Security (RPFS) in Member Countries of 
the Southern African Development Community (SADC). Available from: 
www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/tc/spfs/pdf>/SADCpdf> .[Accessed 2 June 
2011]. 
SADC, 2004. The Strategic Indicative Plan for the Organ. Available from: 
<http://www.SADCint/index/browse/page/116> .[Accessed 30 November 
2010]. 
SADC, 2006. Building the Resilience of Southern Africa to Disasters: SADC Disaster 
Risk Reduction Strategic Plan 2006-2010, Review process of the SADC Strat-
egy for DRR Policy Framework. Power Point Presentation by Masamvu, Ken-
nedy, SADC Council Secretariat. Available from: 
<http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ochaanddocId=1095645
> .[Accessed, 18 May 2011]. 
SADC, 2009. SADC Policy Paper on Climate Change: Assessing the policy options fro 
SADC member states. SADC Research and Policy Paper Series, 01/2012, pp-
1-52. 
SADC, 2010. Report on the SADC Disaster Risk Reduction and Preparedness Plan-
ning Workshop. Gaborne, Botswana, 5-8 October 2010. Available from: 
<www.ochaonline.un.org> .[Accessed 2 November 2011]. 
SADC, 2011. About the Disaster Risk Reduction Unit. Available from: 
<http://gisportal.SADCint/drru/?q=node/2> .[Accessed 7 June 2011]. 
SICA, 2010. The Central American Policy on Integrated Risk Management (PCGIR). 
Available from: <http://www.undp.org.cu/crmi/docs/unisdr-alignglobaldrr-
rt-2011-en.pdf> .[Accessed 20 March 2012]. 
Simonelli, M.M. and Duran, L. R., 2009.  The Evaluation of Risks, Vulnerabilities and 
Response Capacity in the Mercosur Countries and Associated Country Chile: 
Ex Ante Evaluation Report – Final Report. Available from: 
<http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/evaluation/2006/dipecho_mercosur.pdf> 
.[Accessed 7 September 2011]. 
SOA, 1994. Summit of the Americas Plan of Action, First Summit of the Americas, 9-
11 December 1994, Miami, Florida. Available from: <http://www.summit-
americas.org/miamiplan.htm> .[Accessed 26 August 2011]. 
SOPAC, 2010. Revised Work Plan and Budget, 31 March 2010. Available from: 
<http://dev.sopac.org.fj/VirLib/WP0012.pdf> .[Accessed 18 June 2011]. 
SOPAC, 2011. International Day for Disaster Reduction. Available from: 
<http://www.sopac.org/index.php/media-releases/1-latest-news/357-
international-day-for-disaster-reduction-making-children-and-youth-
partners-in-disaster-risk-reduction-drr> .[Accessed 10 July 2012].   
Sphere, 2011. The Sphere Project: Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards 
in Humanitarian Response. United Kingdom: Practical Action Pub. 
Tumusiime, R. P., 2011. Statement by Her Excellency Tumusiime Rhoda Peace, 
Commissioner for Rural Economy and Agriculture Africa Union Commission 
at the Third Session of the Global Platform on Disaster Risk Reduction, Ge-
Bibliography 
 
 
297 
neva, Switzerland. Available from: <www.au.int.> .[Accessed 2 November 
2011].  
UIA, 2012. Conventional International Organizations (Types A-D). Available from: 
<http://www.uia.be/31-conventional-international-organizations-types-d> 
.[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
UN General Assembly, 1988. International Decade for Natural Disasters, resolution 
43/202. Available from: 
<http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/43/a43r202.htm> .[Accessed 18 No-
vember 2011]. 
UN Res. 1049(XXXVII), 1964.  In: Yearbook of the United Nations, 391. Vol. 18. USA. 
United Nations Publications. 
UN Res. 1268(XLIII)), 1967.  In: Yearbook of the United Nations, 586. Vol. 21. USA. 
United Nations Publications.   
UN Res. 1384(XLV), 1968.  In: Yearbook of the United Nations, 674. Vol. 22. USA. 
United Nations Publications. 
UN Res. 2034(XX), 1965.  In: Yearbook of the United Nations, 527. Vol. 19. USA. 
United Nations Publications.  
UN Res. S/RES/1325, 2000.  In: Landmark resolution on Women, Peace and Securi-
ty. Office of the Special Advisor on Gender: Issues and Advancement of Wom-
en. Available from: <http://www.un.org/womenwatch/osagi/wps/> 
.[Accessed 26 November 2011]. 
UN Res/56/195, 2002. Available from: <http://www.undemocracy.com/A-RES-56-
195.pdf>.[Accessed 10 July 2012].   
UN, 1947-1948. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 2. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1948-1949. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 3. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1950. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 4. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1951. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 5. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1952. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 6. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1953. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 7. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1954. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 8. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1960. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 14. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1962. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 16. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1963. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 17. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1964. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 18. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1965. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 19. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1966. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 20. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1967. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 21. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1968. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 22. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1969. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 23. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1971. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 25. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1972. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 26. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1973. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 27. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1974. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 28. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1975. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 29. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1976. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 30. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
Bibliography 
 
 
298 
UN, 1977. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 31. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1979. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 33. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1980. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 34. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1981. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 35. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1982. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 36. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1983. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 37. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1984. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 38. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1985. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 39. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1987. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 41. USA. United Nations Publications.  
UN, 1989. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 43. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1990. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 44. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions.  
UN, 1991. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 45. USA. United Nations Publications. 
UN, 1992. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 46. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1993. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 47. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1994. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 48. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1996. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 50. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1998. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 52. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 1999. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 53. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 2000. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 54. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 2005. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 59. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 2007. Yearbook of the United Nations. Vol. 61. USA. United Nations Publica-
tions. 
UN, 2010. Women, Peace and Security: From Resolution to Action: The protection 
agenda under Security Council resolution 1325/2000. Geneva High-Level 
Consultation, 15-16 September 2010, Outcome Document. Available from: 
<http://www.wilpfinternational.org/humanrights/2010/Protection%20Outco
me%20Document%20final.pdf> .[Accessed 15 August 2011]. 
UNcomtrade, 2010. Available from: <http://comtrade.un.org/db/> .[Accessed 14 
June 2011]. 
UNDP, 2001. United National Development Programme Regional Preparatory Assis-
tance Document: Regional Strategy for Disaster Management in Southern Af-
rica. Available from:  
<http://www.undp.org/cpr/disred/documents/regions/africa/sadc/sadc_pa.
pdf> .[Accessed 14 June 2011]. 
UNDP, 2011. News and Events: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan established 
joint center for disaster response and risk reduction. Available from: 
<http://www.undp.kz/en/articles/1/112.jsp> .[Accessed 14 June 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
299 
UNESCO, 1996. The A.B.C. of cyclone rehabilitation. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-events/edu-
materials/v.php?id=4688> .[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
UNISDR AF, 2009. Risk reduction methods: disaster reduction handbook for founda-
tion phase learners (Grade 1-3). Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-events/edu-
materials/v.php?id=18424> .[Accessed 10 July 2012 ]. 
UNISDR, 1994. Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action for a Safer World: Guidelines 
for Natural Disaster Prevention, Preparedness and Mitigation World Confer-
ence on Natural Disaster Reduction. Available from:  
<http://nidm.gov.in/amcdrr/yokohama.pdf> .[Accessed 14 June 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2001. Arab region takes steps to reduce disaster risk, endorses Strategy for 
Disaster Risk Reduction. United Nations International Strategy for Disaster 
Reduction. Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/archive/17934> 
.[Accessed 14 June 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2004a. Living with risk: a global review of disaster reduction initiatives. 
Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/657> 
.[Accessed18 August 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2004b. Terminology: Basic terms of disaster risk reduction. International 
Strategy for Disaster Reduction official website. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/eng/library/lib-terminology-eng%20home.htm> 
.[Accessed November 30, 2010]. 
UNISDR, 2005. World Conference on Disaster Reduction, 18-22 January 2005, Kobe, 
Hyogo, Japan. Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/eng/hfa/docs/Hyogo-
framework-for-action-english.pdf> .[Accessed 7 June 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2006. International Strategy for Disaster Reduction: Disaster Statistics 
1991-2005. Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/disaster-
statistics/introduction.htm> .[Accessed 3 February 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2008. Gender Perspective: Integration Disaster Risk Reduction into Cli-
mate Change Adaptation: Good Practices and Lessons Learned. Available 
from: 
<http://www.uneca.org/acpc/about_acpc/docs/Gender_Perspectives_Integr
ating_DRR_CC_GoodPractices.pdf> .[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
UNISDR, 2009a. Disaster reduction in Africa: ISDR informs. Available from:  
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/13709_UNISDRAfricaInforms2009PDF>.pdf> 
.[Accessed 3 February 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2009b. Educational materials for school earthquake safety: from guidelines 
to practices. <http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/trainings-
events/edu-materials/v.php?id=25928>.[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
UNISDR, 2009c. Fourth International ECO Conference on disaster risk management 
. In: Disaster Risk Reduction in Central Asia. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/12803_DRRinCAeng.pdf> .[Accessed 29 July]. 
UNISDR, 2009d. Gender - Making Disaster Risk Reduction Gender-Sensitive: Policy 
and Practical Guidelines. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/files/9922_MakingDisasterRiskReductionG
enderSe.pdf>.[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
UNISDR, 2009e. Indonesian scientist Eko Teguh Paripurno wins 2009 UN Sasakawa 
Award. Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/archive/9935> .[Accessed 3 
February 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2009f. Recognition and Interviews: Indonesian scientist Eko Teguh Parip-
urno wins 2009 UN Sasakawa Award. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/9935_sasakawa2009recognitionsinterviews.pd
f> .[Accessed 11 August 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
300 
UNISDR, 2009g. Terminology on DRR. Geneva. Switzerland. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/terminology#letter-e> .[Accessed 3 Feb-
ruary 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2009h. The structure, role and mandate of civil protection in disaster risk 
reduction for South Eastern Europe: South Eastern Europe Disaster Risk Mit-
igation and Adaption Programme. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/9346_Europe.pdf> .[Accessed 18 November 
2011]. 
UNISDR, 2010a. Australian floods demonstrate rising cost of damage in the face of 
“new normal”, Press Release UNISDR 2010/33, 29 December 2010. Available 
from:  <www.unisdr.org> .[Accessed 3 February 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2010b. Local governments and disaster risk reduction: goof practices and 
lessons learned. Available from: < 
http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/publications/v.php?id=
13627> .[Accessed 1 August 2012]. 
UNISDR, 2010c. United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction Sum-
mary Annual Report and Financial Statement. Available from:  
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/19711_unisdrsummaryannualreportandfinanci.
pdf> .[Accessed 3 February 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2011a. Arab region takes steps to reduce disaster risk, endorses Strategy for 
Disaster Risk Reduction. News Archive. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/archive/17934> .[Accessed 21 November 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2011b. Donor Partnerships. Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/who-
we-are/donors> .[Accessed 18 March 2012]. 
UNISDR, 2011c. Indonesian President recognized as “UNISDR Global Champion for 
Disaster Risk Reduction” at Global Platform opening ceremony, news archive 
ISDR. Available from: <http://www.unisdr.org/archive/19883> .[Accessed 22 
September 2011]. 
UNISDR, 2012a. Regional organizations and platforms. Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/partners/regional>.[Accessed 10 July 2012]. 
UNISDR, 2012b. What is Disaster Risk Reduction? Available from: 
<http://www.unisdr.org/who-we-are/what-is-drr> .[Accessed 21 March 
2012]. 
UNPAN, 2012. Public Administration News: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan 
Establish Joint Center for Disaster Response and Risk Reduction. Available 
from: <http://www.unpan.org/PublicAdministrationNew> .[Accessed 17 July 
2012]. 
UNSTATS, 2010. Available from: <www.unstats.un.org> .[Accessed 18 March 2012]. 
UNU-CRIS RIKS, 2008. Technical notes: Regional Integration Knowledge System 
(RIKS). Available from: <http://www.cris.unu.edu/riks/web/about/notes> 
.[Accessed 14 June 2011]. 
UNU-CRIS RIKS, 2011. Regional Indicators. Available from: 
<http://www.cris.unu.edu/riks/web/data>  .[Accessed 14 June 2011]. 
UNU-CRIS, 2008. Capacity Survey: Regional and Other Intergovernmental Organiza-
tions in the Maintenance of Peace and Security. New York. Brugges. 
USCWA, 2011. UN Report: Arab Region Behind in Disaster Risk Reduction. Economic 
and Social Commission for Western Asia. Available from:  
<http://www.escwa.un.org/main/scroll/printwhatsnew.asp?id=612andrefere
nceNUM=GAR%202011> .[Accessed 15 November 2011]. 
USGS, 2011. Earthquakes with 50,000 or More Deaths, U.S. Geological Survey. Avail-
able from: 
<http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/world/most_destructive.php> 
.[Accessed 29 August 2011]. 
Bibliography 
 
 
301 
Wahlström, M., 2010a. APEC Task Force on Emergency Preparedness. Keynote Ad-
dress given in Cairns, Australia, 20-23 August 2007. Available from: 
<www.ocha.unog.ch> .[Accessed 18 November 2011]. 
Wahlström, M., 2010b. Second Africa Ministerial Conference on Disaster Risk Reduc-
tion Expert Meeting. Speech given in Nairobi, Kenya, 14 April 2010. Available 
from:  
<http://www.unisdr.org/files/13655_ExpertMeetingNairobi14April10.FINAL.
pdf> .[Accessed 18 November 2011]. 
Wahlström, M., 2010c. The Asian conference on disaster reduction. Speech given in 
Kobe, Japan, 17 January 2010. Available from: 
<http://web.adrc.or.jp/acdr/2010kobe/documents/OC_01_ISDR_Speech.pd
f>  .[Accessed 18 November 2011]. 
WMO, 2010. World Meteorological Organization. Available from: 
<http://www.wmo.int/pages/mediacentre/news_members/documents/Irimo
160810.pdf> .[Accessed 29 August 2011]. 
World Bank, 2010. Safer homes, stronger communities: a handbook for reconstruct-
ing after natural disasters. Available from: 
<http://www.preventionweb.net/english/professional/publications/v.php?id
=12229> .[Accessed 10 July 2012].   
World Bank, 2012. Data Catalogue: GDP Ranking. Available from: 
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/GDP-ranking-table> .[Accessed 24 
July 2012].  
YIO, 2010. Yearbook of International Organizations. Available from: 
<http://www.uia.be/yearbook-international-organizations-online> 
.[Accessed 4 November 2011]. 
 
 
Appendix 
 
 
302 
8. Appendix 
8.1. Estimated damages caused by natural disasters 
Figure 8.1 Estimated damage (US$billion) casued by reported natural disasters 
1900-2011 
 
Source: EM-DAT 2011a 
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8.2. Number of deaths resulting from natural disasters 
Figure 8.2 Number of people reported killed by natural disasters 1900-2011 
 
Source: EM-DAT 2011a 
 
